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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: HANK STOVALL 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR JANUARY 13,1998 

DATE: JANUARY 8,1998 

There will be meeting TUESDAY 12:30-2:00 PM at Broomfield Municipal Center in 
the Zang’s Spur Conference Room (please bring a brown bag lunch). The Oversight 
Panel selection process is complete. The Panel membership roster is attached. 

Promsed Agenda 

Introductions 
0 Brief History and Overview of Project Description 
0 Summary of the Oversight Panel Selection Process-(Hank Stovall, Sam Dixion, Ken 

Korkia, LeRoy Moore) 
-appointments by local government and public interest groups 
-selection criteria for technical experts 
-selection criteria for citizen members 

Draft Scope of Work for Independent Review turned over to Panel 
OtherItems: 

-CDPHE update-RSAL review fit with RAC contract 
-review administrative support h c t i o n  of CDPHE 
-Outline state process and timeline to get work started 
-Funding 

0 Next Steps 

Agenda Items for Next Meeting: 
Selection of Panel Co-Chair people 
Panel Members provide a biographical sketch of their position, education and 

Regular meeting schedule determined 
Need for meeting facilitator to work with the panel 
Panel briefing on RFCA and RSALs 
Panel Review and Discuss the Scope of Work 

work experience 

Next Meeting- Date, Time, Location 



ROCKY FLATS SOlL ACTION LEVEL OVERSIGHT PANEL 

JANUARY 8,1998 

Local Government Representatives: 

City of Arvada James McCarthy Alt. (New Coord.) 

City of Boulder Lisa Morzel 

City of Broomfield Hank Stovall 

City of Louisville Tom Davidson 

City of Westminster Mary Harlow 

Jefferson County Ken Stan  

Public Interest Group Representatives: 

R. M. Peace and Justice Center 

Colorado Coalition for Prevention 
of Nuclear War Joe Goldfield 

LeRoy Moore 

TechnicaVScientific Experts: 

Niels Schonbeck, Ph.D. Biochemistry 

Joel Selbin, PbD. Inorganic Chemistry 

Dean Heil, Ph.D Soil Chemistry 

Citizen Panel ihlembers: 

Alt. John Tayer 

Alt. Kathy Schnoor 

Alt. 

Alt. Sam Dixion 

Alt. Annette Neiland 

Alt. Tom Marshall 

Physicians for Social Resp. 
Alt. John Shepherd, M.D. 

Robert Kanick, B.S. Nuclear Engineering 

Todd Margulies, M. S. Soil and Water Geochemistry 

Alt. Victor Holm, B.S. Geological 
Engineering 
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TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: HANK STOVALL 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR JANUARY 13,1998 

DATE: JANUARY 8, 1998 

There will be meeting TUESDAY 12:30-2:00 PM at Broomfield Municipal Center in 
the Zang's Spur Conference Room (please bring a brown bag lunch). The Oversight 
Panel selection process is complete. The Panel membership roster is attached. 

Proposed Agenda 

d n t r o d u c t  ions 
d Brief Histoq and Overview of Project Description 
/ Summary of the Oversight Panel Selection Process-(Hank Stovall, Sam Dision. Ken 

Korkia, LeRoy Moore) 
-appointments by local government and public interest groups 
-selection criteria for technical experts 
-selection criteria for citizen members 

I/ raft Scope of Work for Independent Review turned over to Panel 
At her Items: 

-CDPHE update-RSAL review fit with RAC contract 
-review administrative support function of CDPHE 
-Outline state process and timeline to get work started 
-Funding 

0 Next Steps 

Agenda Items for Next Meeting: 
Selection of Panel Co-Chair people 
Panel Members provide a biographical 

work experience 
Regular meeting schedule determined - J 

d &d for meeting facilitator to work with the panel 



ROCKY FLATS SOIL ACTlON LEVEL OVERSIGHT P.ANEL 

JANUARY 8. 1998 

Local Government Representatives: 

City of Arvada James McCarthy Alt. [New Coord.) 

City of Boulder Lisa Morzel Alt. John Tayer 

City of Broomfield Hank Stovall Ah. Kathy Schnoor 

C iv  of Louisville Tom Davidson Ah. 

. City of Westminster Mary Harlow Alt. Sam Dixion 

Jefferson County Ken S t a ~  Alt. Annette Neiland 

Public Interest Grouu Reuresentatives: 

R. M. Peace and Justice Center 

Colorado Coalition for Prevention 
of Nuclear War Joe Goldfield Alt. John Shepherd, M.D. 

LeRoy Moore Alt. Tom Marshall 

Physicians for Social Resp. 

Technical/Scientific Experts: 

.>ieis Schonbeck, Ph.D. Biochemistry 

Joel Selbin, Ph.D. Inorganic Chemistry 

Dean Heil, Ph.D Soil Chemism 

Citizen Panel Members: 

Robert Kanick, B.S. Nuclear Engineenw 

Todd Margulies, M.S. Soil and Water Geochemist? 

Alt. Victor Holm, B.S. Geological 
Engineering 



STATE OF COLORADO i’ 

Roy Romer, Governor 
Patti Shwayder, Executive Director 

Dedicated to protecting and improving the health and environment olthe people of Colorado 

4300 Cher Creek Or. S. Laboratory and Radiation Services Division 
Denver, Cororado 802461 530 
Phone (303) 692-2000 
Located in Glendale, Colorado 

http:ffw.cdphestate.w.us 

81 00 Lowry Blvd. 
Denver CO 802204928 
(303) 692-3090 

0 
Colorado -Ft 

of Public Health 
and Environment 

December 17, 1997 

Jeremy Puskin 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency Biology Department 
401 M Street, Southwest 
Washington, D.C., 20460 

Richard B. Setlow, Ph.D. 
Chair, BEIR VXI Phase I Committee 

Brookhave National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 5000 
Upton, NY 11973-5000 

Evan B. Douple, Ph.D. 
Director, Board on Radiation Effects 
Research Environmental Restoration 
National Research Council 
2 10 1 Constitution Avenue NW 
Suite 342 
Washington, DC 20418 

Mr. JamesFiori 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

United States Department of Energy, EM-40 
Forestal Building, Room 5B050 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

RE: NAS review of Health Risks fi-om Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR 
m> 
Dear Mssrs. Puskin, Setlow, Douple, and Fiori: 

I have been asked to make this proposal for state, community, and citizen participation in the 
BEIR VI1 Phase II process. ,/ -- 

Mr. Timothy R. Rehder, Rocky Flats Project Manager for EPA Region 8 has provided us with a 
copy of the original BEIR VU proposal (No. 97-CLS-029) submitted by the National Academy of 
Sciences in July 1996. As we understand it, the first phase of BEIR VII is a threshold 
consideration: whether new information warrants a reassessment of health effects, fi-om that 
reported in 1990, BEIR V. The NAS is expected to make its recommendations for or against a 
reassessment in the near fbture. This letter is addressed to the proposition that, ifNAS 
recommends hrther evaluation or reassessment, a public participation process should be 
incorporated. 

As you know, the EPA used dose/risk conversion factors from the BEIR V report as a basis for 
its draft Radiation Sites Cleanup Regulation which concluded that annual doses of 15 or 85 



Mssrs. Puskin, Setlow, Douple, and Fiori: 
December 17, 1997 
Page 2 

mRem/year were protective of public health. This dose level was used as a basis for interim soil 
action levels' at Rocky Flats by agreement among the U.S. EPA, Region 8, U.S. Department of 
Energy, and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. 

There are DOE remediation sites, in 11 different host states, for which state and federal 
regulators, local governments, citizen groups, and individuals have a keen interest in public health. 
A role of active participation in the NAS reevaluation, if there is to be one, could provide 
immense long-term value in enhancing the credibility of the results. Such a participative role 
might help to cast scientific questions to the NAS in ways that will identi@ and respond to 
community concerns and uncertainties about potential exposures to radiation. I ask you to 
consider what process will best assure broad support for the scientific evaluations and 
recommendations to be developed by NAS. 

In our telephone conversation, I mentioned to you the impressive collaborative effort initiated by 
the Department of Defense regarding alternative technologies for disposal of chemical weapons. 
(A brief summary of the DOD process may be usefil. A report to Congress will be submitted 
December 15, 1997. This will be a good summary of the collaborative efforts, to date. A copy 
will be provided to you.) While we are not wed to that construct, it may serve as a useful model 
by which to design a public participation process that is appropriate to these circumstances. We 
understand that the NAS and EPA have traditionally conducted public meetings about evaluations 
of these types. However, the critical difference being proposed is an active participative role to 
present a broad array of different perspectives. 

Should the NAS recommend a reassessment of health effects, we propose the following: 

1. A national public participation effort should be launched. This could be sponsored by 
EPA, DOE, NAS, or the BEIR VLI panel individually or in partnership with each other. 
Each of those organizations should be invited to participate by the project sponsors. 
Representatives of state and local government, tribes, and citizen interests should also be 
invited, as well as state and federal regulators. 

2. The goal of this participative process should be to draw on a wide range of experience, 
perspectives and expertise in support of the re-evaluation of health risks from exposure to 

Remediation levels for contaminated soils at the Rocky Flats site were calculated via the RESRAD 
model, for direct on-site exposures under reasonably foreseeable land use scenarios. The 15/85 mRem dose limit was 
the target to be achieved. (An independent citizen review of the selection of the model and input parameters is about to 
commence. Generally, this review will be site-specific and will therefore fall outside the scope of a BEIR VI1 Phase Il 
evaluation.) Soil action levels will also be calculated to provide protection for on-site and off-site surface waters. The 
more protective of these approaches will be implemented. 

I 
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Page 3 

low levels of ionizing radiation. It should also be to solicit stakeholder input into the 
. initial scoping and evaluation at key policy decision-making points during the process, 

including but not limited to: fiaming scientific questions in ways that will identi@ and 
respond to community concerns and uncertainties about potential exposures to radiation. 

3. A strong group facilitator should be engaged from the outset, to help design the process. 

I would be pleased to discuss this with you at greater detail. Please feel fiee to telephone me at 
(303) 692-3472. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

n 

Jacqueline H. Berardini 
Deputy Director, Office of Policy 

and Public-Private Initiatives 

cc: 
Jessie Roberson, DOE-RFETS 
Jack McGraw, EPA-8 
Chip Cameron, Public Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

.. . 

. .  
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Joseph Goldfield 
Denver, CO 

January 7, 1998 
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PLUTONIUM I N T A K E  BY RESIDENTS ON CONTAMlNFlTED SOIL 
0 

JOSEPH GOLDFIELD 
DENVER, CO 

JANUARY 7.1979 

Sum marv 

This paper is an attempt to determine the quantity of plutonium that may 
accumulate in the lungs of a resident on soil contaminated with 1429 
p/Ci/g (picocuries per gram of soil). Admittedly the data available for such 
a calculation is limited. However, using assumptions that assume 
relationships between the plutonium concentration in the soil, the 
resultant plutonium concentration in the air, and the quantity of 
contaminated air that a resident breathes, an estimate can be made of the 
weight of plutonium, in size ranges that are respirable, (capable of being 
drawn deeply into the lungs) that is inhaled. The result of this analysis 
indicates that as much as 0.5 pg (micrograms) of plutonium may be 
deposited in the lungs of a resident in one year. If it is assumed that only 
1pg of plutonium constitutes a fatal dose, then a fatal dose may be 
accumulated in two years. Such a result is unacceptable for human health 
effects. The length of exposure over which even relatively small health 
effects should not develop is normally assumed as 70 years--35 times the 
length of exposure cited above. The health effect, even after that length of 
exposure, must  not be life threatening. In order to reduce the possibility of 
that effect an additional safety factor of at least ten is deemed appropriate. 
Thus the soil plutonium concentration should be reduced by a factor of 350 
fold from 1429 pCi/g to 4 pCi/g. 
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PLUTONIUM INTAKE BY RESIDENTS ON CONTflMINFiTED SOIL 

Background 

The relationship of the quantity of plutonium in soil to the the quantity 
that accumulates in the lungs of residents living on such soil is crucial to 
understanding the health effects. This paper is an attempt (with limited 
data available) to study this relationship. I t  is hoped that the paper may 
serve as part of a continuing dialogue. I t  was inspired by the proposal of a 
soil action level of 1429 pCi/g (picocuries of plutonium per gram of soil) 
that was reputed, by means of calculations made with a computer model 
called RESRAD, to produce a health effect of 85mrem/year on people living 
on such soil. 

In discussions of the soil action level, the point was made that 1429 pCi is 
a very small quantity of plutonium--implying that health effects must be 
minimal. A t  first glance, 1429 pCi is a very small number. A picocurie is 
equal to 1 OE- 12 curies--0.00000000000 1 curies. However, plutonium is a 
very poisonous material. One microgram is postulated as a fatal dose if 
concentrated in the lung. One microgram is 0.000001 grams. Since there 
are about 28 grams in an ounce, 1 microgram is also a small number. 

Plutonium Intake bv Residents 

The quantity of plutonium drawn into the lungs of people living on 
contaminated soil is influenced by the following factors: 

1. The concentration of plutonium in the soil. 

2. The quantity of soil that may be suspended in air. 

3. The concentration of plutonium in the airborne soil. 

4. The quantity of contaminated air drawn into the lungs. 

5 .  The quantity of plutonium that is retained in the lungs. 
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Concentration of Plutonium in the Soil 

The concentration of plutonium in soil that is cleaned to the soil action 
level is 1429 pCi/g. However, that concentration is an average determined 
by a soil sampling method that we know little about. What is the spacing 
between sampling points? How many samples are taken in any given area? 
What is the method of obtaining samples? What will be the acceptable 
range of plutonium quantities in the samples? How accurate are the 
analytical methods used to determine plutonium quantities? 

Until the answers to the questions posed, and others that may be asked by 
people much more knowledgeable in the field, we can only guess at the 
accuracy of the result--1429 pWg. We do know that the result is an 
average concentration. For health exposures we are more interested in the 
levels in the soil to which the most heavily exposed population will be 
subjected. I am guessing that level is three times the average. 

Concentration of Soil Susoended in Air 

From data obtained by the National Air Surveillance Network, it is 
estimated that the average particulate concentration in air at Rocky Flats is 
75 pg/cu m (micrograms per cubic meter of air). It is further assumed that 
70% of the suspended particulate is less than lop in size (respirable 
particles that can be drawn deeply into the lungs). 

Concentration of Plutonium in Airborne Soil 

The concentration of plutonium suspended in air is increased above the 
average concentration found in soil samples by two factors. First, the air 
blowing through the soil elutriates (separates and suspends) the small soil 
particles much more readily than larger particles--so that the 
concentration of small particles in air is much higher than the 
concentration of small particles in the unseparated soil. Second, it has been 
established by Dr. Carl Johnson (.published in an article in Science, August 
1976) that the concentration of plutonium in small, respirable size 
particles is 5.5 times as great as the average concentration of plutonium in 
soil. 
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Air Intake bv Healthy Young Men 

The air intake by healthy young men at rest (sedentary) is as much as 40 
liters per minute. With heavy exercise that rate can rise to almost 300 
liters per minute. Allowing for some mild form of exercise, it is assumed 
that the breathing rate should be estimated as 48 liters per minute. 

Ouantity of Plutonium Retained in the Lungs 

From the parameters discussed above a calculation can be made of the 
quantity of plutonium that will be drawn into the lungs of residents on soil 
contaminated with 1429 pCi/g. Because the soil particles are quite small, in 
the respirable range, it may be.assumed that they will be drawn deeply 
into the lungs and retained for long periods of time. 

From the discussions above: 

The most heavily exposed residents will probably be exposed to three 
times the avera, or 1429 pCi/g x 3 or 4287 pCi/g. 

The concentration of airborne dust will be 75 pg per cubic meter of which 
70% or 52.5 pg per cubic meter w i l l  be In the respirable range. 

Because of the elutriation effect of  air blowing through soil  particles and 
the established fact that plutonium is concentrated by a factor of 5.5 in 
the small, respirable soil particles, the concentration of plutonium in the 
soil must be multiplied by a fac to r  of 5.5 t o  estimate the concentration of 
plutonium in the airborne particles. 

In one year a young man, resident of Rocky Fiats w i l l  breathe 48 Vmin x 
60m/hr x 8,000 hrs/yr = 23,000,000 liters--since one cubic meter is 
equal t o  1,000 liters, the young man w i l l  breathe in 23,000 cubic meters 
of dust laden air. 

The a i r  w i l l  contain 52.5 pg/cu m x 23,000 cu m = 1.200.000 p g  or 1.2 
grams of particulates. 
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The plutonium in the inspirated air will have been concentrated by a 
factor of j because 1429 pCi/g is an average value and some people will be 
exposed to values three times the average and by a factor of 5.5 because of 
the elutriation effects described--1429 pCi/g x 3 x 5.5 = 23,600 p W g  of 
inspirated soil. . 

In order to convert the picocuries to weight they must be corrected for the 
fact that 16.1 grams of plutonium produces 1 curie of radiation. 16.1 
picograms of plutonium will be required to produce 1 p a .  23,600 pCi x 
16.1 picograms/picocurie = 380,000 picograms of Pu per gram of 
inspirated soil. Since 1.2 grams per year of soil were inspirated, the weight 
of inspirated plutonium will be 456,000 picograms. 1,000,000 picograms 
are equal to one microgram, the inspirated weight of plutonium is 0.46 
micrograms or about one half of the reputed fatal dose. 

Is it possible that in two years of exposure a fatal dose of plutonium will 
be accumulated? 

Discussion of Result 

The result is quite disturbing. Health standards are not set to prevent fatal 
consequences ! Rather the purpose is to prevent any ill effects after a life 
time of exposure. A second concern is that as time goes on the allowable 
concentrations of contaminants to prevent health effects almost always are 
reduced, sometimes radically, as more data is accumulated. Plutonium is an 
example of a contaminant that is rather new on the health arena. 
Standards must be set with large safety factors. 

A normal lifetime of exposure can be assumed to be 70 years. Certainly 
over that lifetime a fatal dose of plutonium should not be accumulated in 
the lungs of an exposed individual. On that basis the soil cleanup standard 
is too high by a factor of 35. In addition, due to the lack of data available 
for health effects on people living on soil contaminated with plutonium, a 
safety factor of ten should be applied to reduce the lung burden of 
plutonium to a level that is well below what may be a fatal dose. On that 
basis the soil action level should 35  x 10 or 350 times lower. A possible 
soil action level might be 1429 f 350 = 4 oCi/a ( 4  Dicocuries Der 
gram of soii). 



ROCKY FLATS SOU, ACTION LEVEL-GVDEPE,YDENT OP'ERSIGHT P-&\EL 

SELECTION OF TECHMCAL AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

A APPRAISAL CRITERIA FOR TECHNICAL MEMBERS FROM RESUME OR 
INTERVIEWS: 

1. Formal Education- degree and school 
2. Related Work Experience- chemistry, soils, modeling, nuclear engineering, 

other related experiencz 
3. Background in Nuclear Industry andor Rocky Flats Activities and Clean up 
4. Community of Interest- Academic, Local Area Activist, Engineering, Scientist 

5. Ability to Work on a Team Collaboratively, Civily and Objectively 
6. Conflict of Interest 
7. TimdAvailability to Attend Meetings 

HealtWSafety, Land Owner, Other 

B. APPRAlSAL CRITERIA FOR PUBLIC MEMBERS: 

1. Prior Experience and Knowledge of Rocky Flats 
2. Techca l  Degree, Background, Experience 
3. Proximity of Home to Rocky Flats and Len,oth of Time as a Resident 
4. Conflict of Interest 
5. TimdAvaiIability to Attend Meetings 
6. Ability to Work Collaboratively 

0 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. Do you understand the Panel's function? 

2. Tell us about your background and interest in h s  Panel. 

3. What is your familiarity with Rocky Flats, Nuclear Industry, Modeling, Soils 
Chemistry, etc.? 

4. Will you have time available to attend meetings? 

5. Do you have any conflicts of interest? 

6.  The Panel members will not be paid. 0 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Review 
Oversight Panel Selection Committee 

Oversight Panel 

January 8, 1998 

Thank you for your interest in the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel. We 
regret that we could not use all of the people who volunteered for the panel. %le you 
were not chosen for panel membership, we hope that you will continue to follow the 
Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Review and the Rocky Flats clean up in general. You can 
still affect the process by participating in the upcoming public meetings. The meetings 
will be advertised in the newspapers. The Panel is committed to talung public input. We 
appreciate your time and interest in this Panel. 



ROCKY FLATS SOL ACTION LEVEL OVERSIGHT PANEL 

DECEMBER 15,1997 

Local Government Representatives: 

City of h a d a  James McCarthy Alt. (New Coord.) 

City of Boulder Lisa Morzel At. 

City of Broomfield Hank Stovall Alt. Kathy Schnoor 

City of Louisville Tom Davidson Alt. 

City of Westminster Mary Harlow Alt. Sam Dixion 

Jefferson County Ken Starr Alt. Annette Neiland 

Public Interest Group Representatives: 

R. M. Peace and Justice Center LeRoy Moore Alt. +j H Q r 3 w C i  

Citizen Panel Members: 
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United States Government Department of Energy 

Rocky Flats Field Office %I ern orand u rn 

SURJECT: Soil Action Level Independent Review I 
T O  Soil Action Level Ad-Hoc Group I 

Thc purpose of this mcrnorandum is to clarify DOE'S commitment to fund an iiiciepcrldenr 
scientific review of the radionuclidc soil action levels (RSALs) at Rocky Flats. Over the 
last few months an ad-hoc group of stakeholders, regulators and Rocky Flats 
representatives have been mceting periodically in an attempt to define thc scopc of work u t  
such a review. Although a few issucs remain unresolved. DOE is confident that these 
issues are minor and that we are close to 3 mutual understanding on the scope of work. I 
would also like to commend the effort and time that the Stakeholder Ad-Hoc Group Ius 
alrcady committed to this itnponant issue. 

Independent Review of Soil Action Levels: 

DOE has agreed to support to an iridepcndent scientific review of the methods irsld 
assumptions used by the RFCA parties to establish RSALs, including: 

I 

1 .  Review the appropriateness and accuracy of the RESRAD modcl in translating the 
15/85 rnRern dosc standard to a soil action level (pCilg). This effort may include thc 
idcntification of other mechods which could be used to more accurately translate dosc to 
action levels. 

2. F.xarnine the parameters input to the RESRAD model for appropriateness and veriiciry. 

ThcsZ: two qucstions should be thc primary focus of the review, but DOE also agrees to 
include 3 review of cleanup levels and methodologies used at other radionuclide 
contaminated sites and determine their applicability at Rocky Flats. Thin review chould nc)l 
roquirc a great deal of time or resources arid should conccntrate o n  existing puhlishcd 
nu[ e r i ii 1. 



Actinide Migration Investigation and off-site Impacts 

Several stakeholders have indicated that a primary concern is the potential impacts of off- 
sitc radionuclide migration and contained control and monitoring of air emissions. A\ 
stated, thc current radionuclide soil action level is  designed to provide protection for tlic 
realistic cxpected future land users on-sire. The long-term protection of the off-sitc 
commuriity is assured by the surface water standard of 0.15 pC& set by the Colorado 
Watcr Quality Control Commission for plutonium and americium which applics to water 
leaving the site now and in the future. It is recognized that the requirement IO mect 1111s 

slitrldard may require additional remedial actions in some areas of the site beyorld rhose 
requircd to protcct future users on the site. Addressing this important issue is thc pr'iniary 
purpose for the Actinide Migration Investigation. 

Thc Actinide Migration Investigation is a multi-year study to evaluate the physical urd 
chemical migration of actinides in the environment and incorporate the evaluation into an 
actinide migration model for Woman and Wainut Creeks. An additional end producr of the 
Actinide Migration Investigation will be an evaluation of the radionuclide soil action level 
protectiveness of the surface water quality and off-site impacts. It is not anticipated that 
this evaluation will produce a singlc answer or "silver bullet" that dictates the apyroprialc 
level of cleanup to ensure the 0.1 Sp<7i/L water standard will be met for the long-reim. 
Rather t h i s  evaluation will likely produce a series of recommendations over the cotwe of 
several years on specific cleanup actions to account for the different forms of actinidc in the 
different geochemical and physical environments. 

Relationship of Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Review and Actinide Migration 
Investigation 

DOE understands there is a strong desire by stakeholders to coordinate thew two sludics to 
thc maximurn extent possiblc. We agree thar on-site and any potential off-site impacts nccd 
to be addressed. but do not want LO fund duplicative work. DOE will cnsure that I ~ C W  

findings from the Actinide lnvestigation will be made available lo the independenr RSAL 
review contracror ;LF appropriate. For example, it is anticipated that the Actinide 
Investigation may produce information related to certain parameters used in KESK AD, 
such as Kd values. The botrorv line is that new findings will be shared in a t imely xlcl open 
manner. 

111 nddiiion. if  the RSAL review identifies ;I better model than RESRAD that is citpihle ut 
evaluating milti-media impacts (on-site and off-site). i t  will  be considered. 
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Additional Opportunities for RSAL Review 

As pan of thc annual review prescribed by RFCA, the agencies will bc rcsponsihle for 
conducting an internal annual review of the soil action levels. An annual repon 
summarizing the review will be given to the public each year. Questions lhai will bc 
addressed on an annual basis include: 

1 .  Is there new scientific information available that would impact the interim itction 
I eve 1 s '? 

2. Has a national soil action level been promulgated within the year? I f  yes, ihe pni-ties 
commit io rcvisit Rocky Flats' iritcrim action levels. 

3. How were the interim action lcvcls applied to the site over the course of rhe ycar? 

4. Have the remedies been effective? 

This review will address information such as: 

standards 
new findings from the National Academy Sciences (NAS) on ;tppropriiitc dosc 

new informalion that the Actinide Migration Investigation produccs 
any new scientific information in gcncral that potentially impacts the KSA1.h 

1 Jbseph A. Legare 
Assistant Manager 

for Environmental CotllpIiilrlcc 

. .  
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4 
DRAFT 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 

Firms to Provide Contract Sewices to Assist 
the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

q. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1 .l Backcrround 

Ths Rocky Flats Environment21 Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture tngcjer components for nuclear weapons. 
In is39 operatims at the plant were shut down due to safety and production probiems 
The site's current operations involve decontaminaiicn and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 19S6, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmen?ai Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Scil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine. how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAO computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the4 office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will setve as the administrative conduit for allccation of moneys, 
administration of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizatimal suppcrt for 
the oversight committee. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain and independent scientific review of the soil 
action levels set for the cleanup of the Rocky Fiats Environmental Technology Site. 
The rsview will encompass models, methodologies and cfeanup standards that may 
exist or ara being developed for other sites and :heir applicability to Rocky Flats. It will 
also review and evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input paraneters used 
to ca lch?e the current RFETS SALS. Based on the results of this investigation a site 
specific SAL will be recommended fcr tire Rocky F ~ t i s  site. Easroc! 3n tbe findings of 
this investigation a recommenda'jon will be developed fcr a soil cIemup action levels 



for transuranic elements in the surface scils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of 
surface waters leaving the site, future sers and surrounding communi',ies. & =& 
1.2 Scope of Work 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soiJ action levels set foi Rocky Flats. The 
consultant will work with the Oversight Panel to develop and draft a concept and 
recommendations for inclusion by DOE and the regulators in the RFCA.. 

The Contractor will be required tc perform the fcliowing tasks. 

1. Identify all available or emergent computer models which can be used to calculate 
radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide a 
description of the models, a summary of the  strengths and weaknesses of each and a 
recommendation for the most appropflata mcdel(s) best suited to the site specific 
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
radionuclide-contaminated sites and the process/models used to determine them, as to 
their applicability in seeing cleanup. levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this 
evaluation itemizing the reasons why such limits/models are or are not applicable for 
use in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. 

3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argonne National Lab's RESRAO Model) usad to set the interim soii 
action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 
conversion to dose ratelcontarnination levels? 

b. For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

c. For each of the input pararnetws what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of these based on the sensitivities deteminsd in 3b 
above from least coflservative to mcst conservative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lowe: contamination tevels given a certain dose limit 

For each of the input distributions in.% above identify an input value which 
can be considered !'reasonable" or bes? estimate." Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

) 
d 

4, The current analysis used to set the interim soil action leve!s at RFETS assumed 
certain land use scenarios. Evaluate thzse land use scenarios as to their 
appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS .Provide a 0 

d'q 
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recommendation as to the acceptability of the currently assumed land use scenarios or 
the appropriateness of alternatives. 

5.ldentify and evaluate the methcdologies( i.e. bounding, best estimate, consenrative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combinelmodel the necessary 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the best suited for 
such an analysis. 

6 The RESiiAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migration/impac:s over time/distance for varicus cleanup levels determined in item 6. 

7.Constiltant will meet with Actinide Migration panel and incorporate their results into 
the final soil action leve! mode! recommendation. 

8.  Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measuremefits are meeting the cieanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this investigation. 

Firms responding to this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil action level. 

Specifically ,the Consultant will: 

Meet with Oversight Panei on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in during which the oversight panel will 
conduct a public informational meeting and develop a recommendations for a soil 
action level for RFETS. 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and 
spelled out in the scope of work 

Delivera bles 

In addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

A separate summary report is to be provided for us8 by the Generd public. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribu:ion on quarierly meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of progress to date, i3 pian for the rest of the project 
and draft sections of the final report. 



~~ 
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SchedulelTimeline 

Meetings will be held bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. A t  least two 
of these meetings will be held at night Monthly meetings will be held as work 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 

March 1998 Stad of Contract 
April 1998 Presen!ation of potential methodologies to panel 
May 1998 f ethoddagyby-wersight pane! 
June 19S8 =art to oversight panel 
July 1998 

January 
Feburary 1999 
March 1999 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results at RFCA Review 



ROCKY FLATS SOIL ACTION LEVEL-INDEPENDENT OVERSIGHT P.hWL 

SELECTION OF TECHNICAL AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS 
0 

A APPRAISAL CRITERIA FOR TECHNICAL MEMBERS FROM RESUME OR 
INTERVIEWS: 

1. Formal Education- degree and school 
2. Related Work E?<perience- chemistry, soils, modeling, nuclear engineering, 

other related experience 
3. Background in Nuclear Industry andor Rocky Flats Activities and Clean up 
4. Community of Interest- Academic, Local Area Activist, Engineering, Scientist 

5.  Ability to Work on a Team Collaboratively, Civily and Objectively 
6. Conflict of Interest 
7. TirndAvailability to Attend Meetings 

HealtWSafety, Land Owner, Other 

B. APPRAISAL CRITERIA FOR PUBLIC MEMBERS: 

1. Prim Experience and Knowledge of Rocky Flats 
2. Technical Degree, Background, Experience 
3. Proximity of Home to Rocky Flats and Length of Time as a Resident 
4. Conflict of Interest 
5. TimdAvailability to Attend Meetings 
6.  Ability to Work Collaboratively 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. Do you understand the Panel’s function? 

2. Tell us about your background and interest in h s  Panel. 

3. What is your familiarity with Rocky Flats, Nuclear Industry, Modeling, Soils 
Chemistry, etc.? 

4. Will you have time available to attend meetings? 

5. Do you have any conflicts of interest? 

6. The Panel members will not be paid. a 



Draft RFP for SAL Independent Review 

Bac ka rou nd 

As the concluding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October IS. 1996. the 
U.S. DOE and its regulators (EPA and CDPHE) at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology 
Site (RETS), a former nuclear weapons production facility located in Jefferson Count\.. CO. 
adopted interim Radionuclides in Soil Action Levels (RSALs), ivhich is to say cleanup levels. fur 
radionuclides in the soil at the RFETS 'site (Attachment A). Intended to be protective of people 
using the RFETS site after closure, the RSALs speci@ how much radioactive material (primarily 
plutonium and americium j may remain in the R E T S  soil after cleanup without exceeding 
permitted exposure levels (dose) for targeted persons. The RSALs did not consider off-site 
migration. As part of RFCA, the RSALs are to undergo periodic review as new information is 
available. 

The RSALs were calculated based on the dose assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to 
determine bow much radioactive materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were 
performed by entering the more than 70 input parameters and default values into Argonne 
National Lab's RESRAD computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to this independent review 
of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels as used in setting 
the RSALs. A citizen review group known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) was created to define the project, to issue this Request for 
Proposal (RFP) to interested parties, to contract for the independent review, and to oversee the 
review from initiation to completion. CDPHE, through the ofice of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP), will serve as the administrative conduit for allocation of monies, 
administration of the contract, and provision of secretarial and organizational support for the 
RFRSALOP. Accordingly, the present RFP is issued by the H A P  office of CDPHE. 

Scope of Work 

The contractor is being requested to investigate three things. First, to review models, 
methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being developed for other 
radionuclide-contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RFETS site-specific situation. 
Second, to review the existing analysis used to set the current RFETS RSALs as to its accuracy 
and applicability. And h r d ,  based on the results of the above investigations, to calculate an 
independent set of RSALs. 

The contractor will be expected to submit a comprehensive final report as well as to publish the 
study in a reputable peer review journal. . 

The study will use existing RFETS site data to the maximum extent possible. It is expected that 

I 
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this data \+ill be both sufficient and of acceptable quality to complete the study. It nil1 be the 
responsibili? of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and qualip of this data and 
informing the RFRSALOP at an early date if additional data is required. 

The contractor may suggest that the scope of study be modified hoivevsr, at a minimum. 
proposals are requested to address the issues as discussed above. Specifically the contractor \\-ill 
be asked to perform the following: 

1. Cleanup Levels at  Other Sites 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate cleanup levels (i.e.; RSALs) which esist or are projected for use at 
other radionuclide-contaminated sites and the processevmodels used to determine them as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this evaluation 
itemizing the reasons why such limitsimodels are or are not applicable for use in setting 
cleanup levels for RFETS. 

Discussion: 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil contaminated with transuranic elements. 
Of particuiar interest is the reasoning that went into the setting of these cleanup Ievels and 
the subsequent history of the site, including any cleanup. The study should concentrate on 
published material supplemented by interviews and correspondence. The study should 
compare the levels within the context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the 
then existing risk assessments and dose standards. This poxtion of the study will not be used 
to recommend cleanup levels at RFETS, but will simply be used to place the calculated 
values in c0nte.e 

2. Computer Models 

Action: 

Identie and evaluate all available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate rahonuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. The models 
are to be evaluated to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 
site-specific conditions at RFETS. Provide a description of these models, a summary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of each, and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

Discussion: 

Models that are inappropriate to the RFETS site conditions. obsolete. or which cannot be 
readily validated should not be included. The RESRAD model must be included due its use 
in determining the current RSALs. A comparison of the different models using RFETS 
site-specific data would be useful. The contractor is encouraged to fmd computer codes 

=N 
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capable of modeling both on-site and off-site dose rates. It is possible that no one model n i l1  
prove satisfactory for determining both, but that a combination of models may be necessan' 
The contractor will be expected to recommend the most appropriate model(s for the RFETS 
site-specific conditions and to justify this recommendation. Whichever model or models are 
recommended should be thoroughly validated. It is not necessary that the contractor pertbrm 
this validation; peer reviewed, published studies will suffice. In the event that RESRAD is 
not recommended, RESRAD should be run in parallel with the recommended model( s) 3s 3 
comparison. 

3. Inputs and Assumptions 

Action: 

Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analvsis (RESRAD) used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must 
satisfy the following: 

Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate and credible in 
simulating the conditions at RFETS, given the land use scenarios as set in RFCA, and the 
subsequent conversion to dose ratekontamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of ' 0  resulting contamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values. Identify 
each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3.b) above from least conservative 
to most conservative with conservative meaning that which results in lower 
contamination levels given a certain dose limit. 

For each of the input distributions in 3.c) above, identify an input value which can be 
considered "reasonable" or "best estimate". Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Discussion: a .  

All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters , or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
regulatory asencies should be noted as such. If the investigation indicates that such values 
are not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended. For parameters that are 
site-specific to RFETS, a thorough study of the distribution of possible values should be 
performed. 

4. Methodology 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 
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necessary inputdoutputs for a given computer model in determining contamination Isvels for 
a given dose limit. Within 1 month of the starc of the contract. present to the RFRSXLOP 
and affected stakeholders a summary of these methodologies along with a recommendation 
and justification as to the best suited for such an analysis. Compare or contrast this 
recommended methodology with that used in the existing RESRAD anal\:sis. 

. 

Discussion: 

It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.g., bounding. best estimate. 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the Inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to -*how conszrvative is consenzitive?" makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept 
the nsks involved. Therefore, the RFRSALOP wishes to fully understand the nature and 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodolop chosen 
can best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which mi11 be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

5. Independent Calculation 

Action: 

Use the methodology recommended in 4. above to selectkombine the inputs identified in 3. 
above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 2. above in that 
model to calculate contamination levels for the dose limits set for each of the RFCA land use 
scenarios assumed in the original analysis. This includes a residential scenario. As part of 
the calculations, include a statement of the assumptions and level of uncertainty involved in 
the specific approach utilized. State the dose limits in terms of risk. 

6. Protocols 

Action: 

Specify the sampling method, process protocol, chain of custody (quality controls) for 
ensuring that subsequent soil Contamination measurements are directly corresponding to the 
cleanup levels that may be set fiom the use of models and inputs as studied in this 
investigation. 

Discussion: 

There is a strong desire to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the 
cleanup levels i;111 actually be met in terns of what contamination levels are ultimately 
measured at the site. This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, 
depth of samples, sampling methods, and all associated qualie assurance which ensure that 
the methods used for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly 
applicable to the parameters used for setting the cleanup IeveIs. 



7. Actinide Migration 

Action: 

The contractor is to meet at least once with the Actinide Migration Panel to share 
information and coordinate efforts as appropriate in order to ascertain the applicrtbilih of any 
results from the actinide migation studies on the inputs to this modeling for this analysis. 
The contractor should study these results and any other relevant data and determine \{-.hat 
impact these w i l l  have on the results such as obtained in 5. above. 

Discussion: 

It should be determined that cleanup levels are protective of off-site residents. Calculations 
for the exsiting RSALs only considered on-site exposure scenarios. Since off-site air and 
water quality standards are more restrictive, it is possible these standards will control the 
cleanup. How can the issue of plutonium migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the 
RSALs? An Actinide Mgration Study is currently underway. The final results of this study 
will not be ready in time to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be 
available. It is understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative 
pending the completion of the Actinide Migration Study. The collection of new data, 
laboratory studies, and new research are beyond the scope of this study. The contractor 
should, however, identify the data needs of this study as early as possible in order to facilitate 
the collection and analysis of additional data needed. 

9. Water Quality 

Action: 

Subsequent to the evaluation of inputs in 3. and the calculation of contamination levels in 5. 
above, consider the following: Are the inputs such that the resulting contamination levels 
will  ensure the 0.15 pCiiL surface water standard for Pu and Am adopted by the Water 
Quality Control Commission are met? 

Discussion: 

If possible, a time plot of surface water Contamination for a range of soil contamination 
levels should be produced. Based on such an analysis, it is possible that a different level of 
cleanup may be required for different areas of the site. 

a Delivera bles 

3 7  
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The contractor will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensiL e summa?. of 
the entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated 
public. The magazine Scient@ American could serve as a model for the s ~ l e  and technical 
level being sought. The contractor may wish to include appendices that include more technical 
details. 

A synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted to a reputable peer review journal 
for critical analysis. - 

A separate summar)! is to be provided which should be directed to the general public that has no 
prior knowledge of the RSALs. This repon should be suitable for inclusion in ne\vsletters or 
w general circulation newspapers. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution at quarterly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report._ 

Schedulflimeline 

At the very beginning of the contract, to ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the 
affected public about this review, the general public will be invited to attend a scoping meeting. 
Thereafter, quarterly meetings will be held which will consist of two nightly sessions. The first 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor 
will have sufficient staff present to answer any questions. During the day between the meetings, 
the contractor team is to be available for discussions or technical briefings with panel members 
or members of the public. 

On months that do not include a quarterly meeting, the panel will meet. The contractor will 
ensure at least one representative is present. 

It is desired that the contractor complete the work according to the following schedule and to 
propose a work schedule as appropriate: 

March 1998 Start of contract 
April 1998 
June 1998 
December 1998 
January 1999 

Presentation of potential methodologies to RFRSALOP 
First quarterly report to RFRSALOP 
Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of resuits for special RFCA review 



DRAFT 
. .  

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEVIV SERVICES 

Firms to Provide Contract Services to Assist 
the Soil Action bevel Review Oversight Committe, 

1. PROJECT OESCRiPTlON 

1 .I Backaround 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 195 1. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In 1989 operatims at the plant were shut down due to safety and production probiems 
The site's current operations involve decontaminaticn and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings,. remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October l a ,  1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmen!ai Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Scil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assurnpt':ons given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAO computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Departm'ent of Health and Environment, through the4 office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will sewe as tke administrative conduit for allocztion of moneys, 
administration of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizational suppcrt for 
the oversight committee. 

Pumose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain and independent scientific review of the soil 
action levels set for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 
The rtview will encompass mode!s, methodologies and cleanup standards that may 
exist or are being develcrped for other sites and their applicability to Rocky Flats. It will 
a!so review and evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input paran;e!ers used 
to calcaiate the current RFETS SALS. Eased on the results of this investigation a s i k  
spscific SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Fiats site. eased on the findings of 
this investigation a recommendation will be deveioped for a sail cieanup action levels 
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for transuranic elements in :he surface scils at Rocky Flats that wiff be pro:ective of 
surface waters leaving the site, and surrounding communities. 

1.2 ScoDe of Work 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil actior; levels sei fo: Rocky Fiats. The 
consultant will wcrk with the Ovsrsight Panel to develop and araft a cmctpt and 
recomrnendaticns for inclusion by DOE and the regu!ators in the RFCX.. 

The Contractor will be required to perform the following tasks. 

1. Identify all available or emergent computer models which can be used to calculzte 
radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide a 
description of the models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each and a 
recommendation for the most appropriate mcdel(s) best suited to the site specific 
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
radionuclidecontaminated sites and the procesdmodels used to de!ermine them, as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this 
evaluation itemizing the reasons why such limits/models are or are not applicable for 
use in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. 

3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argonne National Lab‘s RESRAO model) usad to set the interim soil 
action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 
conversion to dose tatekontamination levels? 

b. For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

c. For’each of the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of thsse based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative to most conservative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lower Contamination levels given a certain dose limit 

For each of the input distributions in.& above identify an input value which 
can be considered “reasonable” or best estimate.” Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

) 
d 

0 4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assumed 
certain land use scenarbs. Evaluate these land use scenarios as to their 
appropriateness and conservative natdre in setting cleanup levsls at RFETS .Provide a 



recommendation as to the acceptability of the currently assumed !and use scer;arios or 
the appropriateness of alternatives. 

S..ldentify and evaluate the methcdologies( Le. bounding, best estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combinelmodel the necessary 
inputs for a giver! cornputst model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. Provide a summay of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a reconmencation as to the best suited for 
such an analysis. 

6 The RESZAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migration/impacts over timeldistance for varicus cleanup levels determined in item 6. 

7.Consultant will meet with Actinide Migration panel and incorporate their results into 
the final soil action leve! model recommendation. 

8. Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measuremerits are meeting the cIeanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this invescgation. 

Firms responding to this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil ac3on level. 

Specifically ,the Consultant will: 

Meet with Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in during which the oversight panel will 
conduct a public informational meetkg and develop a recomnendations for a soil 
action level for RFETS. 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and- 
spelled out in the scope of work 

Delivera bfes 

. In addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

A separate summary report is to be provided for use by the Gecard public. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quarteriy meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of proaress to date, a plan for the rsst of the project 
and draft sections of the final report. 
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ScheduleKimeline 

Meetings will be held bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. A t  least two 
of these meetings will be held at night Monthly meetings will be held as wcrk 

answer questions. 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and ' '-p< 

&J 
-4' c. ' 

March j998 Start of Contract 
April 1998 
May 1998 ersightp an el 
June 19S8 
July 1998 

- 
Presen!ation of potential rnethoaologies to pawl ' 

January 
Feburary 1999 
March 1999 

Completion of Contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results at RFCA Review 



Review of Radionuclides in Soils Cleanup Action Level hlodelling 
Final Draft Project Description 

November 19,1997 

1.0 Project Description and Product 

In light of recent events and reappraisal of the establishment of safe levels of 
residual plutonium in the Rocky Flats soils, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has 
agreed to support and fund a community-based advisory group to oversee an independent 
evaluation of radionuclide soil action levels. The purpose of the project is to obtain an 
independent scientific determination of the appropriate model to be used to set a site 
specific soil action level for radionuclides in the soils at Rocky Flats and recommend 
changes appropriate for the protection of future on-site and off-site populations. The 
evaluation will be conducted and peer reviewed by achowledged experts chosen by an 
independent oversight panel. 

A thirteen member oversight panel will be formed and will consist of a 
combination of local government, federal and state regulators, environmental groups, 
technical experts and interested citizens. Over a twelve month period the group will, 
through CDPHE, contract with appropriate professional specialists to assess the 
appropriateness of the current RES- model and any alternative models. The panel 
will review the current model (RESRAD) as well as other available models and provide a 
determination of which model is most applicable to the Rocky Flats site. Specific 
attention will be given to the input parameters and the rationale of their use for setting a 
soil standard that is protective of future site users, including the potential impact to 
downwind communities and surface waters leaving the site. 

Actinide Migration Panel findings will be taken into consideration when 
determining input parameters. Additionally, a review of standards that have been set 
both locally and nationally will be undertaken to determine if they have an application 
for setting a Rocky Flats Standard. The project will focus primarily on soil conditions 
on-site, and where appropriate will attempt to integrate the Actinide Panel's analysis of 
the movement, mobility and fate of radionuclides from on-site soils. 

The results of this investigation and evaluation will be shared with the RFCA 
principals to provide additional guidance in revisions to soil action levels. An RFP will 
be issued and the panel, with the logistical assistance of CDPHE, will select a winning 
proposal and negotiate a final scope of work with the winning contractor. 

2.0 -Process and Admiaistration 
\ ': . 

2.1 Project Administration 

The interim group endorses the use of the Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health Advisory Panel, to serve 

0 



as the administrative conduit for allocation of the monies, administration of the contract 
and secretarial and organizational requirements of the oversight panel. 

2.2 Establishment of the Oversight Panel 

The community-based oversight group shall be called the Roc&? FZars 
Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel and serve as volunteers. The Oversight 
Panel shall consist of the following members: 

0 Six members of local government. The members shall be self-selected by the 
consensus approval of interested local governments. 
Two members of the public interest community. Members shall be self- 
selected by the consensus approval of interested public interest groups. 
Three representatives from the Technical community to include one 
representative from the HAP.  Representatives shall be selected by the interim 
Ad Hoc group after a public notice and review of candidates. 
Two members of the general public most impacted by Rocky Flats. 
Representatives shall be selected by the interim ad hoc group after a public 
notice and review of the candidates. 
Ex-officio members: 

U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

An interim ad hoc group consisting of the following members will convene to 
guide creation of the full panel. The interim panel consists of the following 
representatives; City of Broomfield (Hank Stovall and Kathy Schnoor); City of 
Westminster (Sam Dixion and Mary Harlow); The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice 
Center (LeRoy Moore); Rocky Flats Citizen's Advisory Board (Tom Marshall, Ken 
Korkia, Victor Holm and Robert Kanick); Exsfficio (DOE-Steve Slaten, Kaiser-Hill- 
Dave Shelton and John Corsi, CDPHE-Norma Monn and Edd Kray). 

2.3 Selection of a Contractor(s) 

The oversight panel shall oversee the refinement of the Principal Investigation 
and Evaluations Questions (described below in section 3.0) to be addressed by the 
outside contractor. The panel shall utilize the expertise of a contractor or contractors to 
conduct the research needed to address the Principal Investigation and Evaluation 
Questions and consideration of special issues (described below in section 4.0). An RFP 
will be issued and the panel, with the assistance of CDPHE, will select a winning 
proposal and nezotiate a final scope of work with the winning contractor, including 
provisions for a peer review process. 

44' 
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2.4 Process Management 

All meetings shall be advertised and open to the public. The senera1 public shall 
be encouraged to provide input to the panel. The panel shall strive for consensus and 
define a process for when consensus is required and when a majority vote is required. 
The panel will design a public participation process and a stakeholder participation 
process which ensures early input from interested individuals and stakeholders. CDPHE 
will assist the panel in drafting the necessary documents and the RFP. In Addition to 
administrative and co-ordinating services, CDPHE will serve as an administrative liaison 
between the panel and the contractor and help disseminate information and results. DOE 
and Kaiser will work to ensure full access to all available data and relevant 
documentation. The oversight panel will not be paid. 

3.0 Principal Investigation and Evaluation Questions 

Described below are the specific research questions to be answered by the 
project. These questions will provide guidance in the development of an RFP, and serve 
as the basis for negotiation of a final scope of work with the winning contractor(s). 

a. 
impacts of radionuclides in Rocky Flats soils, including the RESRAD model? 
Analyze these models to determine which ones are applicable and best suited for 
the site-specific conditions unique to Rocky Flats. 

What are the various models which can be applied to the study of the 

b. What are the model input parameters and assumptions being applied for 
the existing models in use at Rocky Flats? Are these input parameters accurate 
and credible in simulating soil conditions and converting dose to RSAL and 
converting to risk? Each of these parameters should be commented upon as to 
distribution of possible values, from most conservative to least conservative 
(including a “reasonable” or “best estimate” value), and the sensitivity of these 
parameters to the final result. 

c. By applying the best available soils model and appropriate input 
parmeters, as well as the methodology or methodologies as defined in the RFP, 
how will the model results impact the translation of dose to soil action levels and 
the translation to risk? 

d. 
the processedmodels to determine cleanup levels have application for use at 

f - 
What cleanup levels exist at other radionuclide contaminated sites and do 

Rocky Flats. .a ’ 

4.0 Special Issues 

Below is a list of issues for the panel and the contractor to keep in mind as the final scope 0 
of work is negotiated. This list is a compilation of concerns and worlung assumptions 



expressed by stakeholders, DOE, Kaiser-Hill, CDPHE and EPA to provide a backdrop for 
the final design of the scope of work. 

4.1 Establishment of the RSAL: Under the Rock? Flats Clean up 
Agreement, the RFCA principals agreed upon the current interim RSAL to establish 
interim soil action levels for radionuclides (primarily plutonium and americium) to be 
protective of people using Rocky Flats after site closure. The RSAL did not consider off- 
site migration. These RSAL’s are to undergo periodic review as new information is 
available. 

4.3 Water Quality Standards: The 0.15 pCi/L surface water standards for 
plutonium and americium were adopted by the Water Quality Control Commission to 
protect all off-site use of water both during and after closure. The RFCA principals 
believe that the application of the RSALs to the site will result in actinides remaining in 
low concentrations in the soils. Stakeholders believe that the synergy of 
sufacdgroundwater to soils should be considered in the review of input parameters in 
the RESRAD OT other models. 

4.3 Off-site Migration: The RESRAD model limits its review to on-site 
impacts. the primary scope of the research will be the review of the RESRAD model, but 
many stakeholders believe that the impacts of off-site migation of radionuclides is of 
highest concern. Therefore, the ongoing research of the Actinide Migration panel and 
site investigations into the short and long-term migration and fate of the actinides should 
be woven into the contractors activities as appropriate for addressing the Principal 
Questions. The Panel should co-ordinate and incorporate the Actinide Panel results into 
the timing of the activities of the contractor. It is expected that the contractor will meet 
at least once with the actinide migration investigators to share information and co- 
ordinate efforts as appropriate and that the oversight panel will be kept fully appraised of 
the activities and results of the actinide migration investigators. The contractor will be 
encouraged to evaluate new or improved soils models which strive to integrate multi- 
media considerations. some stakeholders believe that by applying A L M  principles, 
actinides can be minimized and immobilized in order to reduce off-site migration. 

4.4 Input Parameters: To ensure that the contractor will quantitatively 
address the research questions and in order to minimize the subjective level of 
interpretation on how the input parameters should be applied, the scope of work and the 
contractor must strive to identifl, at the onset, the method by which input parameters are 
applied or tested Choices include: Best estimate method, conservative method, 
bounding method, and probabilistic risk assessment method. Specifically, stakeholders 
are concerned that the 65 1 pCi/g of Plutonium-239,240 in combination with 117 pCi/g of 
Americium42 1 is high. Likewise, DOE is concerned that maximizing the conservatism 
of all input parameters could result in a model that lacks “reasonableness.” 

4.5 Unique Site Specific Conditions: The RFCA operates under the 
assumption that cleanup[p activities and cleanup levels will be sufficient to allow for a 
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predetermined hture land use. For comparative purposes, review of the models should 
also consider the impact of a range of reasonably foreseeable land uses from industrial to 
residential. This assumption, as well as off-site land use developments, provide an 
important backdrop for the application of a preferred mode. In addition, other issue 
impacting soils include: community acceptance of institutional controls; the prospect for 
deployment of innovativdcost effective soils remediation technologies; the opportunity 
for off-site disposal of soils and building rubble; and, the importance of buffer zone 
preservation and critical habitat. All these issues, many of whch are in flu, should be 
reco-&zed when judging the applicability of the RESRAD or other models at Rocky 
Flats and the adequacy or appropriateness of the model inputs. 

4.6 Quality Assurance: Quality assurance is critical to ensure that the 
contractors results are credible, believable and consistent with established practices for 
analysis of radionuclides. / the scope of work must ensure appropriate quality assurance 
and peer review protocols. 

5.0 Timeline: 

General Timeline: 

October to December '97 

January 1998 

March to December 1998 

January to March 1999 

6.0 Estimated Cost: 

12 months from the date of contract 

Convening of the oversiat panel; refinement of scope of 
work and development and issuance of RFP. 

Award of Contract 

Contractor performs scope of work with quarterly technical 
review meetings with the panel and the public. 

. 

Final Report (Pane1 review and peer review) 

$800,000 to $1,500,000 Preliminary estimates by CDPHE 

: 1 . -' 



Draft RFP for SAL Independent Review 

Backrou nd 

As the concluding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October IS. 1996. the 
U.S. DOE and its regulators (EPA and CDPHE) at the Rock? Flats Environmental Technolo?. 
Site (RFETS), a former nuclear weapons production facility located in Jefferson Count\.. CO. 
adopted interim Radionuclides in Soil Action Levels (RSALs). which is to say cleanup levels. for 
radionuclides in the soil at the RFETS site (Attachment '4). Intended to be protective of people 
using the RFETS site after closure, the RSALs speci@ how much radioactive material (primarily 
plutonium and americium) may remain in the RFETS soil after cleanup without esceeding 
permitted exposure levels (dose) for targeted persons. The RSALs did not consider off'-site 
migration. As part of RFCA, the RSALs are to undergo periodic review as new information is 
available. 

The RSALs were calculated based on the dose assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to 
determine how much radioactive materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were 
performed by entering the more than 70 input parameters and default values into Argonne 
National Lab's RESRAD computer program. ' 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to this independent review 
of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels as used in setting 
the RSALs. A citizen review group known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) was created to define the project, to issue this Request for 
Proposal (RFP) to interested parties, to contract for the independent review, and to oversee the 
review fiom initiation to completion. CDPHE, through the ofice of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP), will serve as the administrative conduit for allocation of monies, 
administration of the contract, and provision of secretarial and organizational support for the 
RFRSALOP. Accordingly, the present RFP is issued by the H A P  office of CDPHE. 

Scope of Work 

The contractor is being requested to investigate three things. First, to review models, 
methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being developed for other 
radionuclide-contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RFETS site-specific situation. 
Second, to review the existing analysis used to set the current RFETS RSALs as to its accuracy 
and applicability. And durd, based on the results of the above investigations, to calculate an 
independent set of RSALs. 

The contractor will be expected to submit a comprehensive final repon as well as to publish the 
study in a reputable peer review journal. 

- The study will use existing RFETS site data to the maximum extent possible. It is expected that 
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this data \%Ill be both sufficient and of acceptable quality to complete the stud!.. It uill be the 
responsibilic of the contractor to deternine the suficiency and quality of this d3t3 and 
informing the RFRSALOP at an early date if additional data is required. 

. 

The contractor may suggest that the scope of study be modified hoivever, at a minimum. 
proposals are requested to address the issues as discussed above. Specifically the contractor nil1 
be asked to perform the following: 

1. Cleanup Levels at Other Sites 

Action: 

IdentifL and evaluate cleanup levels (i.e., RSALs) which exist or are projected for use at 
other radionuclide-contaminated sites and the processesmodels used to determine them as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this evaiuation 
itemizing the reasons why such limitsimodels are or are not applicable for use in setting 
cleanup levels for RETS. 

Discussion: 

2- 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil contaminated with transuranic elements. 
Of parricular interest is the reasoning that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and 
the subsequent history of the site, including any cleanup. The study should concentrate on 
published material supplemented by interviews and correspondence. The study should 
compare the levels within the context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the 
then existing risk assessments and dose standards. This portion of the study will not be used 
to recommend cleanup levels at RFETS, but will simply be used to place the calculated 
values in context. 

Computer Models 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate all available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate ra&onuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. The models 
are to be evaluated to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 
site-specific conditions at RFETS. Provide a description of these models, a summary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of each, and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

Discussion: 

Models that are inappropriate-to the RFETS site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be 
readily validated should not be included. The RESRAD model must be included due its use 
in determining the current RSALs. A comparison of the different models using WETS 
site-specific data would be useful. The contractor is encouraged to find computer codes 
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e capable of modeling both on-site and off-site dose rates.. It  is possible that no one model n.ill 
prove satisfactory for determining both, but that a combination of models may be nscessm 
The contractor will be expected to recommend the most appropriate model( s i  for the WETS 
site-specific conditions and to justi@ this recommendation. Whichever model or models are 
recommended should be thoroughly validated It is not necessa? that the contractor perfom 
this validation; peer reviewed, published studies d l  suffice. In the event that RESFLAD 1s 

not recommended, RESRAD should be run in parallel with the recommended modtl(sl as 3 
comparison. 

3. Inputs and Assumptions 

Action: . 

Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis (RESR4D) used to set the RSALs at E T S .  At a minimum this evaluation must 
satisfjr the following: 

Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate and credible in 
simulating the conditions at RFETS, given the land use scenarios as set in RFCA, and the 
subsequent conversion to dose ratekontamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 
resulting contamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values. IdentiQ 
. each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3.b) above from least conservative 

to most conservative with conservative meaning that which results in lower 
contamination levels given a certain dose limit. 

For each of the input dismbutions in 3.c) above, identify an input value which can be 
considered "reasonable" or "best estimate". Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Discussion: 

All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters , or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
regulatory agencies should be noted as such. If the investigation indicates that such values 
are not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended. For parameters that are 
site-specific to RFETS, a thorough study of the distribution of possible values should be 
performed. 

4. Methodology -~ 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 
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necessary inputdoutputs for a given computer model in determining contamination Ict\ds for 
a @en dose limit. Within 1 month of the sfart of the contract. present to the RFRSALOP 
and affected stakeholders a summary of these methodologies along u i t h  a recommendation 
and justification as to the best suited for such an analysis. Compare or contrast this 
recommended methodology with that usrd in the esisting RES- analysis. 

Discussion: 

It is understood that there are several methodologies i e.g., bounding. best estimate. 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment. etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to '-how consenative is consen*ative?-' makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept 
the risks involved. Therefore, the RFRSALOP wishes to fully understand the nature and 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodolo= chosen 
can best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

5. Independent Calculation 

Action: 

Use the methodology recommended in 4. above to selectkombine the inputs identified in 3. 
above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 2. above in that 
model to calculate contamination levels for the dose limits set for each of the RFCA land use 
scenm'os assumed in the original analysis. This includes a residential scenario. As part of 
the calculations, include a statement of the assumptions and level of uncertainty involved in 
the specific approach utilized State the dose limits in terms of risk. 

6. Protocols 

Action: 

Specifi the sampling method, process protocol, chain of custody (quality controls) for 
ensuring that subsequent soil contamination measurements are directly corresponding to the 
cleanup levels that may be set From the use of models and inputs as studied in this 
inv.esti gation. 

Discussion: 

There is a strong desire to find a scientifically credible method for _guaranteeing that the 
cleanup levels will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately 
measured at the site. This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, 
depth of samples, sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that 
the methods used for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly 
applicable to the parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. 
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7. Actinide Migration 

Action: 

The contractor is to meet at least once with the Actinide Migration Panel to share 
information and coordinate efforts as appropriate in order to ascertain the applicabiiin of m y  
results from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to this modeling for this analysis. 
The contractor should study these results and any other relevant data and determine \\'hat 
impact these w i l l  have on the results such as obtained in 5 .  above. 

Discussion: 

It should be determined that cleanup levels are protective of off-site residents. Calculations 
for the exsiting RSALs only considered on-site exposure scenarios. Since off-site air and 
water quality standards are more restrictive, it is possible these standards will control the 
cleanup. How can the issue of plutonium migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the 
RSALs? An Actinide Migation Study is currently underway. The final results of this study 
will not be ready in time to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be 
available. It is understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative 
pending the completion of the Actinide Migration Study. The collection of new data, . 
laboratory studies, and new research are beyond the scope of this study. The contractor 
should, however, identify the data needs of this study as early as possible in order to facilitate 
the collection and analysis of additional data needed. 

9. Water Quality . 

Action: 

Subsequent to the evaluation of inputs in 3. and the calculation of contamination levels in 5 .  
above, consider the following: Are the inputs such that the resulting contamination levels 
will ensure the 0.15 p C L  surface water standard for Pu and Am adopted by the Water 
Quality Control Commission are met? 

Discussion: 

If possible, a time plot of surface water contamination for a range of soil contamination 
levels should be produced. Based on such an analysis, it is possible that a different level of 
cleanup may be required for dfferent areas of the site. 



The contractor will be expected to produce a final repon which is a comprehensi\.e summsn of 
the entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the le \d  of the educated 
public. The magazine Scienrrfc American could serve as a model for the s ~ l e  3nd technical 
level being sought. The contractor may wish to include appendids that include more technical 
details. 

A synopsis of the study and the reiults are also to be submitted to a reputable peer re\.ie\vjoumal 
for critical analysis. 

A separate 'summary is to be provided which should be directed to the general public that has no 
prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be suitable for inclusion in ne\vsleners or 
general circulation newspapers. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution at quarterly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report.- . 

ScheduIOimeline 

At the very beginning of the contract, to ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the 
affected public about this review, the general public will be invited to attend a scoping meeting. 
Thereafter, quarterly meetings will be held which will consist of two nightly sessions. The first 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor 
will have sufficient staff present to answer any questions. During the day between the meetings, 
the contractor team is to be available for discussiorq or technical briefings with panel members 
or members of the public. 

On months that do not include a quarterly meeting, the panel will meet. The contractor will 
ensure at least one representative is present. 

It is desired that the contractor complete the work according to the following schedule and to 
propose a work schedule as appropriate: 

March 1998 Start of contract 
April 1998 
June 1998 
December 1998 
January 1999 

Presentation of potential methodologies to RFRSALOP 
First quarterly report to RFRSALOP 
Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results for special RFCA review 



Subject: Soil Action Level Independent Review 

To: 

From: Jeremy I(arpatkin, DOE-RFFO David Shelton, K-H 

Soil Action Level Ad-Hoc Group 

Steve Staten, DOE-RFFO John Corsi, K-H 

Date: December 12,1997 

Following are a few suggested editorial changes to the Draft RFP. 
I 

Action 4 - Methodology 

Under Discussion section, delete last part of last sentence: “which wil l  be acceptable to the 
broadest range of stakeholders”. The sentence would end with “independent review”. 

Action 6 - Protocols 

Delete section We agree sampling methods and quality controls are crucial issues, but it is 
beyond the scope of this review. There other possible vehicles to explore this important 
issue. 

Action 7 - Actinide Migration 

Change first sentence under Discussion to read “Ultimately, cleanup levels must be 
protective of off-site residents”. 

Action 8 - Water Quality 

Delete section This action is duplicative. The current Actinide Migration Investigation is 
addressing this exact issue (see J o e  Legare memorandum) 

1 
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((lnited States Government Department of Energy 

memorandum 
DATE: 

!EPL'f TO 

4 l T N  OF: 

SUBJECT 

10: 

0 

Rocky Fiats Field Office 

DEC 1 0  i s 7  
RLG:S WS:05584 

Soil Action Level Independerit Review 

Soil Action Level Ad-Hoc Group 

The purpose of this mcmorandum is to clarify DOE'S commitment to fund an iirdepcrrdenr 
scientific review of the radionucfidc soil action levels (RSALs) at Rocky Fhs. Over h e  
lasf few months an ad-hoc group of stakeholders, regulators and Rocky Flats 
represenfatives have been mceting periodically in an attempt to define the sc;copc of work u f  
such a review. Although a few issucs remain unresolved. DOE is confident thal thcx 
issues are minor and that we are close to a mutual understanding on the scope of work. I 
would also like to commend [he effort and time that the Stakeholder Ad-Hoc Group has 
already committed to this imponant issue. 

- 

Independent Review of Soil Action I-evels: 

DOE has agreed to support to an indepcndent scientific review of the methods aild 
assuniptions used by the RFCA parties to establish RSALs, including: 

1 .  Review the appropriateness and accuracy of the RESRAD modcl in translating the 
1 Si85 mRem do% standard to il soil action level (pCi/g). This effon may include lhc 
idcntification of other method$ which could be used to more accurately translate rlow to 
action levels. 

2. F.xarnine the parameters input to the RESR4.D model for appropriateness and veracity 

l'hcse two qucstions should be thc primary focus of the review, but DOE also agree\ IO 
include n review of clcanup levels and methodologies wed at other radionuclide 
contaminated sites and deternrine their applicability at Rocky Flats. Thi\ rcvle\v chould not 
rcquirc a great deal of time or rc<oiirces and should concentrate on exibring pill>li4lcd 
mat c r i a I .  

. I .  

is25 
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Additional Opportunities for RSAL Review 

As pan of thc annual review prescribed by RFCA, the agencies will bc msporrsible l i ~ r  
conducting an internal annual review of the soil action levels. An annual repn 
summarizing the review will be given to the public each year. Questions that will bc 
addressed on an annual basis include: 

I .  Is them new scientific ink~rmation available that would impact the interim ilction 
levels'? 

2. Has a narional soil acrion level heen promulgated within :he year? I t '  yes;. rhc pitlies 
conirnit to rcvisit Rocky Fliil.\' iiitcrim. action levels. 

3. How were the interim actioii lcvcls applied to the site over the course of rhe ycni.? 

4. Have the remedies been effective? 

This review will address information such as: 

standards 
iiew findings from the National Academy Sciences (NAS) on ;rpproprii\tC dox 

new information that the Actinide Migration Investigation produccs 
any new scientific information in gsncral that potentially impacts the KSAI.5 

A 

I Jbseph A. Legare 
Assistant Manager 

for Environmentd Cotiipliaricc 
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Agenda 
Soil Action Level Review Meeting 

JanuarJc 29,1998 

. 4~15 ,:&enda Review I /  

4:25 &use Keeping - /- ii LC.; -;L 
- Ground Rules - d-5 5 
- Organization of Table 

- Input From.Committee Members 
- Q&A 

4: 55 fiesentation - review and history of SAL issue (Ken Korkia):-/br/-/-l>"f. 

535 _ .  &date on Funding 

550 M i c  Comment 

6:OO .' d a k  

'6:lObd' ' 4alkThrough RFP - @.6-LJ 

6:30 Section by Section Review of RFP 

7:30 Proposal to Create a Steering Committee 
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Agenda 
Soil Action Level Review Meeting 

January 29,1998 

introductions 

Agenda Review 

House Keeping 
- Ground Rules 
- Organization of Table 

Presentation - review and history of SAL issue (Ken Korkia) - input From Committee Members - Q&A 

Update on Funding 

Public Comment 

Break 

Walk Through RFP 

Section by Section Review of RFP 

Proposal to Create a Steering Committee 

Public Comment 

Next Meeting 

Close 
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Decisions that need to be made about RFP drafts C and A2 

ues (there may be others): e Generaliss 
1) Can we make decisions tonight only on the content, not the specific language? We 
could name a committee to do the wordsmithing later, then to circulate their product 
in time for us to be able to review it prior to our next meeting, so we can approve it 
(possibly with revisions) at that time. If we decide on a committee to complete the 
text, could we also leave to them the task of determining the appropriate order of 
items (A2 and C use slightly different orders)? 

2) Draft C, in the "Scope of Work" section, has two parts under each item, "Action" 
and "Discussion." A2 does not include "Discussion." We have three possible choices: 
to exclude separate "Discussion" paragraphs (the A2 approach), to retain "Discussion" 
paragraphs (the C approach), or to add "Discussion" items as an Appendix at the end 
of the principal RFP text. 

3) Can we confine our discussion and decision-making regarding the RFP drafts to 
known and potential disagreements? Known disagreements are those between the 
two drafts, or between the drafts and the agency memo. Potential disagreements are 
any changes, additions, deletions that may be proposed. 

Specific issueg: Items identified as disagreements between the two documents (not all 
of them substantive), or between the RFP drafts and the agency memo. Areas of 
substantive disagreement are identified with an *. Can we start with these? 

. .  

und in A2 does not appear in C. Shall we keep it? 
Page 1 
* a) First paragraph of 
b) C is longer than A2. 

Page 2 
* a) hmose section in A2 does not appear in C. For the most part this does not 

constitute a substantive difference. However, the final two sentences of the A2 
Purpose (on integrating the final report from the Actinide Migration Panel into the 
fmal SAL review report) need discussion. 

I 

. 

Scone of Work 

recommendation"; not so C. 

scope of study. 

* b) A2 says comments received from the public will be incorporated into the "final 

c) First paragraph of C summarizes what follows; not so A2. 
* d) C but not A2 says (end of page) that the contractor may suggest modifying the 

page 3 
Levels at 

=2, second 
any models . . .?'I What does this mean? Does it alter what the contractor is being 
asked to do, or only clarify it? 

er Site 
includSes a sentence beginning: The contractor will identify 

Lkxwuter Models 

clarify what the contractor is being asked to do regarding computer models? 
* b) See the underlined text at the end of the A2 column. Does this modify or only 



Page 4 

substantive addition. What should we do with it? 

Ass- 
* a) See the underlined text at the bottom of the A2 column. This seems to be a 

Page 5 
Methodoloev 
* a) In the A2 column, see the text in bold print at the end of the first paragraph. 

What shall we do with this proposed addition? 
* b) In column A2, see the underlined text at the end of item number 5. Two 

questions: Does this sentence belong here - or might it belong on page 3 under the 
item on cleanup levels at other sites? Second, what shall we do with this proposed 
addition? 

c) See the deletion proposed by the agency memo. What to do? 

Page 6 
Protocols 
* a) The agencies propose (middle of the page) that we delete the section on 

protocols for sampling methods. What shall we do? 
IF WE DELETE THE SECTION ON PROTOCOLS, SKIP b), c), and d). 
* b) Note the difference in the opening sentences of C and A2 under "Protocols." A2 

refers to "cleanup standards that may be set from the use of models recommended in 
this investigation, C to "cleanup levels that may be set from the use of models and 
inputs as studied in this investigation." Which shall it be? 
* c) Is there a substantive difference between the opening sentence in A2 and the 

sentence in bold proposed as a substitute? If so, which do we want? 
*d) What shall we do with the underlined sentence at the end of the sampling 

method section in the A2 column? 

* e) Note the difference between the openings sentences in A2 and C. Which 

* f )  See the underlined phrase at the end of column A2. What is intended? Does this 

* g)  Note the change proposed by the agencies (bottom of page). What shall we do? 

approach shall we take? 

phrase refer to the Actinide Migration Panel? or to the contractor for the 
independent review? What should we do with this passage? 

Page 7 
Water auality 

we do? 
* a) The agencies recommend deletion of this section on water quality. What shall 

6. c o l u u  
* b) This section refers to the failure of the RESRAD computer model to deal with 

off-site impacts, so it may be meant as a substitute for the "Water aali ty" section in C 
(which also has to do with one form of off-site impact). We need: 
first, clarity on what this section is about, and, 
second, decisions on what to do with the three layers of language: (1) the original 
opening two sentences; (2) the addition in bold; (3)  the underlined portion. 



Page 8 
* a) This page appears in A2 but not in C. It shows the same three layers of 

language referred to above (final item, page 7). Some of what is here mentioned 
could be incorporated under the following "Deliverables" section, some under the 
closing section on "Schedule/Timeline." Perhaps we can take each separate item on 
this page, decide on its inclusion or exclusion, then determine where it needs to be 
placed in the document. Perhaps we need to create a new heading, something like 
"Expectations for Those Conducting the Review" (there may be a better idea). 

Page 9 
Belivera bles 

to a reputable peer review journal for critical analysis." The underlined sentence in 
A2 says, by contrast, says such an article is to be prepared "for publication." Which 
is the better way of stating what is needed? Would it be preferable to say we expect 
actual publication of an article in a reputable peer reviewed journal? 
* b) Is this the best way to get peer review of this work, particularly since getting 

editorial response to a submitted article may take as long as a year after submission of 
a manuscript? 

0 

* a) Document C says "a synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted 

page 10 
* a) C includes more detail than A2 regarding meetings and public participation. Is 

it better to have more detail at this point or to decide on this kind of detail later? 
* b) In the second line of column C, replace thc! term "scoping'l with 

"informational." This reflects the fact that the scope of the project is already defined 
by this RFP. 
* c) Note the difference in timelines between A2 and C. Which do we go with? e 
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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 0 
FROM: KATHY SCHNOOR 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: JANUARY 23, 1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR JANUARY 29,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, January 29,1998, 4:OO-8:00 PM at Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the Zang’s Spur Conference Room (please bring a brown bag 
supper). Please read the various drafts of the Scope of Work for the RFP (items Labeled 
A, B, C at the meeting on 1/13/98) and be prepared to discuss them in detail. 

Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 
Selection of Panel Co-Chair people 
Panel Members provide a biographical sketch of their position, education and 

Regular meeting schedule determined, meeting notices advertised 
work experience 

Update on selection of meeting facilitator to work with the panel 
Development of project history 
Panel briefing on RFCA and RSALs by CDPHE, EPA, and DOE 
Panel review and discuss the Draft Scope of Work 
Other Items: 

XDPHE update-RSAL review fit with RAC contract 
-Outline state process and timeline to get work started 
-Funding 

0 Next Steps 
0 Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 



a F-A-X M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRlBUTION 

FROM: KATHY SCHNOOR 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: JANUARY 23,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR JANUARY 29,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, January 29,1998, 4:00-8:00 PR-I at Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the Zang’s Spur Conference Room (please bring a brown bag 
supper). Please read the various drafts of the Scope of Work for the RFP (items Labeled 
A, B, C at the meeting on 1/13/98) and be prepared to discuss them in detail. 

ProDosed Agenda 

Introductions 
Selection of Panel Co-Chair people 
Panel Members provide a biographical sketch of their position, education and 

Regular meeting schedule determined, meeting notices advertised 
Update on selection of meeting facilitator to work with the panel 
Development of project history 
Panel briefing on RFCA and RSALs by CDPHE, EPA, and DOE 
Panel review and discuss the Draft Scope of Work 
Other Items: 

work experience 

-CDPHE update-RSAL review fit with RAC contract 
-Outline state process and timeline to get work started 
-Funding 

Next Steps 
Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 
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DRAFl  A1 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 

Firms to Provide Contract Services to Asslst 
the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 Backnround 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In I989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and production problems 
The site's current operations Involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAD computer program. 

0 
In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will serve as the administrative conduit for allocation of moneys, 
administration of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizational support for 
the oversight committee. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain and independent scientific review of the soii 
action levels set for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 
The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate the current RFETS SALS. The review will encompass models, methodologies 
and cleanup standards that may exist or are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this investigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of surface 

7A 
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waters leaving :he site, future users and surrounding communities. The Actinide 
Migration panel final report on the speciation and mlgration of plutonium and 
americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the consultant.. It is desirable that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL 

1,2 Scope of Work. 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. The 
consultant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
Oversight panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a final 
recommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regulators In the RFCA.. 

' The Contractor will be required to perform the following tasks. 

1. Identify all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide 
a description of the models, a summary of the 'strengths and weaknesses of each and 
a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s) best suited to the site specific . .  . . .  
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are prolected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contra&; will identify any 
models that were or are being used to determine offsite impacts to communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
processhodels used to determine them, as to their applicability in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the 
reasons why such limitdmodels are or are not applicable for us8 in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argdnne National Lab's RESRAD model) used to set the interim soil 

' action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 
conversion to dose ratekontamination levels? 

b. For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of-the input values 
. in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

c. For each Qf the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative to most conservative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lower contamination levels given a certain dose'limit 
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DRAFT 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 

A1 

Fims to Provide Contract Services to Assist 
the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 Backaround 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and production problems 
The site’s current operations involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and the  Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab’s 
RESRAD computer program. 

. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Fiats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will serve as the administrative conduit for aflocation of moneys, 
administration of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizational support for 
the oversight committee. 

PurDose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain and independent scientific review of the soil 
ac!ion levels set for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 
The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate the current RFETS SALS. The review will encompass models, methodologies 
and cleanup standards that may exist or are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this investigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of surface 
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A1 

waters leaving the site, future users and surrounding communities. The Actinide 
Migration panel final report on the speciation and migration of plutonium and 
americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the  eonsultant.. It Is desirable that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL 

1.2 Scope of Work. 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. The 
consultant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendaticns. The 
Oversight panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a final 
recommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regulators in the RFCA.. 

The Contractor will be required to perform the following tasks. 

1. Identify all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide 
a description of the models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each and 
a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s) best suited to the site speciflc 
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contractor will identify any 
models that were or are being used to determine offsite impacts to communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
process/models used to determine them, as to their applicability in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the 
reasons why such lirnits/models are or are not applicable for use in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

3. Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argonne National Lab's RESRAD model) used to set the interim soil 
action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 
conversion to dose ratekontamination levels? 

b. For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terns of resulting contamination levels? 

c. For each of the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative tc most conservative (conservative rneanhg 
that which results in lower contamination levels given a certain dose limit 
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January 2 1, 1998 

Dr. Jerome Puskin 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Radiation Studies Branch 
401 n/i Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Dr. Puskin: 

The Environmental Protection Agency Office of RadiatLm anc Indoor Air asked the 

National Research Council to evaluate whether sufficient new data exist to warrant a 

reassessment of health risks reported in Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of 

Ioniahg Radarions @EIR in 1990. To respond to this request, the National Research 

of 

Ionizing Radiations. The work of the committee was conducted in what was called the BEIR 

VII phase 1 study. To assist the committee during its deliberations, various scientists were 

consulted for advice, and a workshop on the impact of biology on risk assessment was held 

in collaboration with the Department of Energy Office ofHealth and Environmental Research. 

The intent of the workshop was to address the implications of new understanding of the 

biologic basis of radiation injury and carcinogenesis for risk assessment. Through this letter, 

we are providing you in advance a summary report of the committee’s recommendations. 

This is being done in order to enable you to begin to move forward as soon as possible in 

making a decision on the appropriateness of undertaking additional study of the subject. 

Council assembled the Committee on Health Risks of Exposure to Low Levels 

The following is a synopsis ofthe conclusions of the BEIR VI1 phase 1 study: 



In the cormnittee’s judgment, information that has become available since publication of the 

1990 H d t h ~ ~ o f ~ t o L o w L e v e l s o f I i g ~ ~ O n s @ E ~  vmakes th is  

an opportune time to proceed with BEIR VII phase 2-a comprehensive reanalysis of health 

risks associafed with low levels of ionizing radiations. Such a study should begin as soon as 

possible and is expected to take about 36 months to complete. 

The committee based that jud=ment on the followng considemtions: 

Substantial new epidemiologic evidence has accumulated since the 1990 BEIR 

. V report was published. The present committee’s phase 1 report will cite 39 new 

epidemiologic studies that fall into this category (see Table 1). Additional studies that 

have a direct bearing on the subject should become available in the next 3 years, the 

estimated period required to complete the phase 2 study. 

Some of the new epidemiologic data are on subjects on which information had 

been sparse, such as cancer mortality in those exposed to whole-body irradiation in 

childhood. 

Studies of carcinogenesis completed since publication of the last BEIR report 

have focused on mechanisms and the cellular and molecular events that are involved in 

the neoplastic process. The understanding of molecular events involved in carcinogenesis 

has increased sipficantly. ,Mechanisms that might be involved in radiation carcinogenesis 

have been identified. Further knowledge of these mechanisms that should become 

available in rhe next 3 years might affect estimation of the radiation-response curve at low 

doses. 

Over the next few years, investigators will be applying two closely linked 

approaches using animal models of carcinogenesis. These wdl likely contribute to a better 

understanding of mechanisms of radiation-induced cancer. In the first of these two 

approaches. genetically engineered mice having alterations in specific genes will be used 

to determine the influence of these genes on the susceptibiliry of the mice to radiation- 

induced cancer. In the second approach, studies will be conducted of the inherent 
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differences in susceptibility to radiation-induced cancer among different mouse strains, 

the objective being to identify the genes involved in controlling susceptibility. 

Researchers responsible for this new generation of animal studies are taking advantage 

of the current rapid developments in molecular genetics. Progress on both approaches 

should be substantial over the next few years. Significant results of relevance to risk 

estimation are expected to be available for the proposed BEIR VII phase 2 study. 

Evidence regarding specific biologic events that can affect the shape of the dose- 

response curve at low doses is also accumulating. Information on such phenomena as DNA 

repair, signal transduction, chromosomal instability, and adaptation, although preliminary, 

might eventually S e c t  risk analyses of low-dose and low-dose-rate exposures. 

The committee recommends that the group responsibIe for the proposedphase 2 study 

Include a comprehensive review of all relevant epidemiologic data related to 

low-LET (low linear energy transfer), i.e. sparsely ionizing, radiation. 

Define and establish principles on which quantitative analyses can be based, 

including requirements for epidemiologic data and cohort characteristics. In this respect, 

the group should consider biologic factors (such as the dose and dose-rate effectiveness 

factor, relative biologic effectiveness, genomic instability, and adaptive responses) and 

appropriate models (favoring simple as opposed to complex models) to develop etiologic 

models, estimate population detriment, and attribute causation in specific cases. 

Assess the current status and relevance to risk models of biologic data and 

models of carcinogenesis. This should include a critical assessment of all data that might 

affect the shape of the response curve at low doses, in particular, evidence of thresholds 

or the lack thereof in dose-response relationships and the influence of adaptive responses 

and radiation hormesis. 
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Consider potential target cells and problems that might exist in determining 

dose to the target cell. 

Consider any recent evidence regarding genetic effects not related to cancer. Any 

such data, even if obtained from high radiation exposures or  at high dose rates, should be 

considered. 

With respect to modeling the committee recommends that the group responsible for the 

proposedphase 2 study 

Develop appropriate risk models for major cancer types and other outcomes, 

including benign disease and genetic effects. Specifically, the responsible group should 

develop models appropriate for probability-of-causation tables and should consider the 

fitting of purely empirical models to original data from studies or combined studies, the 

fitting of purely empirical models with rneta-analytic techniques, and the fitting of 

semiempirical biology-based models to epidemiologic data. 

Provide examples of specific risk calculations based on the models and explain 

the appropriate use of the risk models. 

Describe and define the limitations and uncertainties of the risk models and 

their results. The group conducting the proposed phase 2 study should be directed to 

develop best-risk estimates as opposed to developing conservative models for purposes 

of radiation protection. 

Discuss the role and effect of modifjing factors, including host (such as 

individual susceptibility and variability, age, and sex), environment, and lifestyle. 

Identify critical gap.s in knowled_ge that should be filled by future research. 

I 4 



To accomplish the above charge, the membership of the group responsible for the proposed 

BEIR VII phase 2 study will require expertise in epidemiology, biostatistics, radiation physics 

and dosimetry, molecular biology, risk assessment, cancer modeling, animal and cellular 

radiation biology, somatic cell genetics, cell-cycle regulation and apoptosis, and ionizing 

radiation-induced DNA damage and its repair. The committee recommends that the experts 

chosen have adequate resources and access to data for the computing, statistical analyses, and 

modeling required to complete the study. 

We trust that this synopsis of the recommendations of the committee will meet your current 

needs. The complete report of the committee will be published and provided to your office 

when it has received the committee’s final approval and has been subjected to-the National 

Research Council peer-review process. 

Sincerely, 

Richard B. Setlow, Ph.D. 
Chairman, Committee on Health Effects of Exposure to Low 
Levels of Ionizing Radiations (BEIR VII Phase 1) 

Table 1 is a summary of the more important epidemiologic data that have been published since the 1990 
.publication of the BEIR V report. Included are studies that are expected to provide new and u s e l l  data 
during the 3-year term of the proposed BEIR VII, Phase II, study. Although not exhaustive, the list 
should serve as a guide to some of the pertinent new and upcoming epidemiologic data on the subject. 
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Table 1 Summary of Epidemiologic Studies of Low-LET Ionizing Radiation and 

Cohort 

Cohort 

C 

STUDY 

Mortality 

Mortality 

Ankylosing 
spondylitis patienu 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Cohort 

case- 
control 

Atomic-bomb 
survivors 

Incidence 

Incidence 

Incidence 

Mortality 

Atomic-bomb 
survivors (case. 
control study) 

1950- 
1987 

1958- 
1987 

1958- 
1989 

1950- 
1990 

1955- 

ncer, 1990 

RPERMCE 

Leukemia 
lmhoma. 
multiple 
myei- 

Multiple 
canm rim 
(solid tumors) 

b P  
turnon of 
StOmaEh 
colors and 
rectum 

NOll 
leukemias, 
leukemia, and 
multiple 
cancer Sites 

Brran cancer 

Weiu et $1. Cancer mortality 
following x-ray treatment for 
ankylosing spondylitis. Int J Cancer 
1994;59:327-338. 

Weiu et al. Leukemia mortality 
after x-ray treatment for ylkylosing 
spondylitis. Rad Res 1995;142:1- 
11. 

Reston et al. Cancer incidence in 
atomic-bomb survivors. Part III: 
leukemia, lymphoma, and multiple 
myeloma 1950-1987. Rad Res 
1993:137:568-597 (2 SUPPI). 

Thompson et al. Cancer incidence in 
atomic-bomb survivoro. Part 11: 
solidtumon, 1958-1987. Rad Res 
1994;137:517-567. 

Ron et ai. Incidence of benign 
gastrointestinal tumors among 
atomic-bomb survivors. h a  J Epi 
1995:14268-72. 

Pierce et al. Studies of the mortality 
of atomic bomb surviwrs. Report 
12. Part 1. canm1950-1990. Rad 
RCS 1996;146:1-27. 

Land et al. A case control interview 
study of breast cancer among 
Japanese A-bomb survivors. 1. Main 
effects. Cancer Causes and Control 
1994;5:157-169. 

Land et rl. A casccontrol interview 
study of breast cancer among 
Japanese A-bomb sunivon. 11. 
Interactions wilh radiation dose. 
C m c a  Causes and Control 
19945: 167-176. 

SEX 
= 

Mke 
and 
Female 

Male 
and 
Female 

Male 
and 
Fcmale 

Male 
and 
Fcmale 

Male 
and 
Fcmale 

Male 
and 
Fcmale 

Female 

NO. IN 
SNDY 

15.577 

14.767 

93,696 

79.972 

80,3 11 

86,572 

Cases: 196 
Controls: 
566 

I 

1935- AUcanccrand 
multiple 
cancer r i m  

Leukemia 1935- 

1981 
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S m Y  

Atomic-bomb 

cohorts) 
survivors (in utero 

Cervical cancer 
patients 

REFERENCE 

Delongchvnp et al. Cancer 
mortality among atomic-bomb 
survivon exposed in utero or as 
young children, October 19SO-May 
1992. Rad R a  1997:147:385-39S. 

Howe and McLughIin Breast 
cancer mortality between 1950 and 
1987 aRer exposure 10 hccionatcd 
moderate dose ionizing radiation 
in the Canadian fluoroscapy study 
and a comparison with breast cancer 
mortality in the Atomic bomb 
survivors study. Rad Res 
1996; 145:694-707. 

M e i n m a n  et ai. Second primary 
cancer after treatment for cervical 
cancer. Cancer 1995;76:442352. 

TYPE 
OF 

STUDY 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Cohort 

SERIES 
___ 

Mortality 

Mortality 

Incidence 

SEX 
~~ 

Male 
and 
F d e  

Female 

Female 

NO. IN 
STUDY 

17,60 1 

31.917 

86,193 

YEARS 
OF 

FOLLOW- 
UP 

1950- 
1992 

1950- 
1987 

1935- 
1990 

CANCER 
sms 

REPORTED 

Canadian 
fluomcopy 

Howe. Lung 
cancer 
Mortality 
behwem 1950 
and 1987 
Following 
Exposure to 
W o n a t e d  
modnate 
dose rate 
ionizing 
radiation in 
the Canadian 
Fluoroscopy 
Study and a 
comparison 
with lung 

mortality in 
the Atomic 
Bomb 
Survivbrp 
study. 
Radiat Res 
199s; 
142:295-304. 

cancer 

Cohort Mo 
rtal 

Male ity 
and 
Female 64, 

17 
1950- 2 
1987 

Lu 
'on ng 
lcuknnias can 
leukemia, CC7 

and multiple 
cancer sites 
Brest cancer 

Multiple 
cancer sites 
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YEARS 
OF 

FOLLOW- 
UP 

1943- 
1986 

CANCER 
S m  

REWRTED 

Brcnst cancer 

TYPE 
OF 

STUDY 

CaSC- 
control 
ina 
cohort 

care 
control 
withina 
cohort 

NO. IN 
STUDY 

Cohort 
56.S50 
Czus: 69 1 
Controls: 
69 1 

STUDY REFERENCE SERIES SEX 

Female 

- 
Female 

Contralateral 
breast ( D e n m d )  

Storm et al. Adjuvant radiotherapy 
and risk of conualatcral breast 
cancer. JNatCancerInst 
1992;84:1245-12.50. 

Contralateral 
breast (7J.S.A) 

Boice et al. Cancer in Ihc 
conttalatcrai breast after 
radiotherapy for breast  can^. N 
Engl J Med 1992;326:781-785. 

C o h q  
4.109 
Ciws: 655 
Controls: 
1.189 

1935- 
1987 

Breastcancer 

Fallout from 
Sevada Test Site 

~~ 

Kerb- et al. A cohort study of 
thyroid disease in relation to fallout 
from nuclear weapons testing 
S A M A  1993:270:2076-2082. 

Incidence Male 
and 
Female 

Male 
and 
Female 

2.573 

Ciws: 
1.177 
Controls: 
5.330 

196s- 
1986 

1952- 
1981 

Thymid 
cancer and 
other thyroid 
disease 

Leukemia 

Cohon 

Case- 
Conmi 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Simon et al. The Utah leukemia 
care-conml study: dosimeuy 
methodology and results. Hlth 
Phys 1995;6814:460471. 

Davis et al. Cancer mortality in a 
radiation-exposed cohort of 
Massachusetts tuberculosis patients. 
Cancer Ra 198949:61306136. 

Massachwttt 
fluororopy 

Mortality 

Incidence 

13,385 

4,940 

1929- 
1986 

1925- 
1986 

Multiple 
ca~ccr sites 

Breastcancer 

Male 
and 
Female 

Female 

Female 

Boice et al. Frequent c h s t  x-ray 
fluoroscopy and breast cancer 
incidence among tuberculosis 
patients in Masachusetts. Rad Res 
1991;125:214-222. 

Multiple diagnostic 
x-rays of scoliosis 
patients 

H o h a n  et ai. Breast cancer in 
women with scoliosis exposed to 
multiple diagnostic x-rays. J Natl 
Cancer ht 1989;8 1: 1307-13 12. 

Cohort Incidence 1.030 1935- 
1986 

Breast cancer 

Nuclear industry 
workers (combined 
analysis) 

~~ ~ 

Cardis et al. Direct estimates of 
wncer morlality due to low doses of 
radiation: an international study. 
Lancet 1994:344:1039-1043. 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Mortality 

Mortality 

Male 

Female 
and 

Male 
and 
Female 

95.673 

9S,673 

1943- 
1988 

1943- 
1988 

Multiple 
cancer sites 

Solid tumon 
and leukemia 

Cardis et al. Effects of low doses and 
low doserates of external ionizing 
radiation: cancer mortality mong 
nuclear industry workm in three 
countries. Rad Res 1995;142:117- 
132. 

Suclear workers at 
\fayak Production 
Association 

Koshumikova et al. NCRP 
Procwdinp, 1996. 113:Tz. 113- 
122. 

Cohort Mortality Male 
and 
Female 

18.879 1948- 
1993 

Lungwncer 
an& 
leukcmia 

Pelvic radiotherapy 
for benign 
gnecologic 
disease 

lnskip et al. Leukemia Il;mphoma 
and multiple myeloma dttr pelvic 
radiotherapy for benign disease. R d  
RS 1993;13 S: 108- 124. 

Cohon Mortality 12.955 1929- 
1985 

Multiple 
hematopoietic 
cancers 

Female 

8 
1 d 



W E  
OF 

m y  SERIES SEX 

Pooled analysis of 
external d i a r i o n  
and thyroid cancer 

Ron et al. Thyroid cancer after 
exposure to external radiation: a 
pooled analysirofseven studies. 
Rad Res 1996;141:259-277. 

Radiation 
treatmmt for 
benip head and 
neck conditions 
(benign thyroid 
tumors) 

Wong et aL B e n i p  thyroid tumors: Cohort Incidence Male S 4 4  1939- M P  
general risk factors and their effeas and 1991 thymid 
on radiation risk estimation h e r  J Female nodules 
Epi 1996;144:728-733. 

Incidence Male 
and 
Female 

Cohort: 
82.700 
cascr: 90 
Controls: 
264 

3.609 

885 

2.441 

1973- 
1985 

1937- 
1985 

1961- 
1990 

1961- 
1993 

Mortality 

Incidence 
and 
Mortality 

Incidence 
and 
Mortality 

Female 

Male 
and 
Female 
Female 

Male 
and 
Female 

Radidon 
treatment for 

Radiorherapy 
treatment for 
Hodgkin’s Disease 
(brean cancir) 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
Hodglun’s Disease 
(gasuo intestinal 
CanCer) 

Radiotherapy 
treatment tor 
metropahia 

anemia 

peptic ulcer 

hemorrhagic 

Radiorherapy 
treatment for 
pitui- adenoma 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for skin 
hemangioma in 
childhood 

G r i m  et al. Cancer following 
radiotherapy for peptic ulcer. J Natl 

Hancock et at. Breast cancer aRer 
treatment of Hodgkin’s Disease. J 
Natl Cancer Inst 1993;85:25-31. 

Cohort 

Cancer Inst 199486:842-849. 
Cohort 

Budwell et al. Gsstrointesti~l Cohort 
cancer after treatment of Hodgkur’o 
Disease. Int J Rad Oncol Biol Phys 
1997;3767-73. 

Darby et al. Momlity in a cohort of 
women given x-ray therapy for 
metropathia hemorrhagca Int J 

Cohort 

Cancer 1994:56:793-801. 

Brada et al. Risk of second brain 
tumor after conservative surgery and 
radiotherapy for pituitary adenoma 
Br Med J 19923041343-1346. 

Cohon 

Furst et al. Tumors after Case- 
radiotherapy for skin hemangioma in control 
childhood. Act Oncologica 1990: within a 
29~557-562. cohort 

~ ~ ~~ 

Cohort: 
14.647 
cases: 94 
Controls: 
359 

1920- 
1986 

Radio~henpy Shore et al. ,Overview of radiation Cohon 
treatment for induced skin cancer in humans. Int J 
thymus Radial Biol 1990;57:809-827. 
enlargemnt 

ski3 tylcer Incidence Male 7.450 1953- 
and 1989 
Female 

CWCER 
.mES 

REPORTED 

YEARS 
OF 

FOLLOW- 
UP 

1926- 
1990 

NO. IN 
S N D Y  REFERENCE SNDY 

Cohort Incidence Male Gq-l-iL 120.000 T h p i d  
CaDm 

Cohort Th!nid 
cancer and 
n&la 

Schneider et al. Dose-response 
relationships for radiation-induced 
thyroid m c e r  and thyroid nodules! 
evidence for the prolonged effects of 
radiation on the thyroid. J Clin 
Endocrinol Metab 1993;77:362- 
269. 

Radiation 
trement for 
benign head and 
neck conditions 
(thyroid cancer and 
thyroid nodules) 

Radiation 
irratment for breast 
Cancer 

Leukemia Curtis et al. Risk of leukemia aRer 
chemotherapy and radiation 
treatment for breast cancer. N Engl J 
Med 1992;326: 1745-17s 1. 

Care- 
control 
within 
cohort 

Mukiple 
sites 

Mui-..ple 
cancer sites 

Incidence Male 
and 
Female 

Muiiiple 
canm sites 
(solid UIIIIOTS 

O d Y )  

~ 

Mukiole 
cancer sites 
(soi3 tumors) 

Male 
and 
Female 

a 



r 1 . ’  

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
uterine bleeding 

Tinea capitis 
(Israel) 

~~ ~ 

Inskip et ai. Canm mortality 
following d u m  treatment for 
utninc blcedin5 Rad Ra 
1990123:331-344. 

Ron et al. Thyroid neoplasia 
following lowdose radiation in 
childh00d Rad RCS 1989;120:516- 

REFERENCE 

In utero exposure Doll and Wakeford Risk of 
childhood cancer h r n  fetal 
irradiation Brit J Radio1 1997: 

. A review of casccontrul and cohort studies of childhood cancers 

Ron et al. Radiation induced skin 
carcinomas of the head and neck. 
Rad R a  1991;125:318-329. 

infcttility radiation treatment for infertility of 
hormonal origin or amenohm. Int J 
Canc~r 1994;23:1165-1173 

Cohort 

- 
Cohort 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Incidence Male T Incidence Xlalc 

NO. IN 
SlUDY 

4.153 

10.834 

27.060 

816 

I I zP!?l FOLLOW- REPORTED 

1925- 
1984 

1950- 
1986 

1950- 
1980 

Multiple 
can= sites 

Thyroid 
canm and 
otha thyroid 
discaK 

1925- 
1991 

Multiple 
sites 

I I I STUDY REFERENCE DESCRlPTlON I 
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DRAFT 
A2 

A1 plus additional 
comments 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 

Firms to Provide Contract Services to Assist 
the Soil Action bevel Review Oversight Committee 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 Backsround 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and prGduction problems 
The site's current operations involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAD computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set' for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the office of Lye Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will serve as the administrative conduit for allocation of moneys, 
administration of the contract and provision of secretarial 2nd organizational suppod for 
the oversight committee'. 

The purpose of this study is to obtain and independent scientific review of the soil 
action levels set for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 
The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate :he cufient RFETS SALS. The review wiil encompass rrodeis, methodologies 
and cleanirp standards that may exist O i  are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this lnvestigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
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A2 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of 
surface waters leaving the site, future users and surrounding communities. The 
Actinide Migration panel final report on the speciation and migration of plutonium 
and americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the consultant.. It is desirable that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL 

1.2 Scope of Work. 

The consuitznt will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. The 
ccnsultant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
Oversight panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a final 
recommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regulators in the RFCA.. 

The Contractor will be required to perform the folfowing tasks. 

1. Identify all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide 
a description of the models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each and 
a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s) best suited to the site specific 
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

Review historical studies and aather Information that can be used to determine 
the relative imDorlance of potential mluration Dathwavs. This asDect of the review 
will consider both airborne transport and standards for dutonium and americium 
in surface and drinklna waters. Simple boundlna calculations should be used to 
estimate the relative immttance of the these transport aathwevs. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contractor will identify any 
modets that were or are being used to determine offsite impacts ta communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
process/models used to determine them, as to their applicability in setting cleanup 
!evels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the 
reasons why such limits/models are or are not applicab!e for use in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argonne National Lab's RESRAD model) used to set the interim soil 
action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. Are :he input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulatirg the conditions at RFETS ar.d the subsequent 
conversion to dosz ratekontamination levels? 

2 
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b. For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

c. For each of the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative to most consewative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lower contamination levels given a certain dose limit 

d For each of ths input distributions in 3c above identify an input value which 
can be considered “reasonable” or best estimate.” Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

Identifid site specific parameters that would be employed In the calculations of 
soil action levels for the RFETS. 

4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assumed 
certain land use scenarios. The contractor will evaluate these land use scenarios as 
to their appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS 
The contractor will evaluate rancher, open space, residential , industrial, and free 
release land use scenarios for Rocky Flats and provide a recommendation as to 
the acceptability of the currently assumed land use scenarios In the context of 
achieving or the appropriateness of the listed alternatives. 

Lldentify and evaluate the methodologies( Le. bounding, best estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combinelmodel the necessary 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the best suited for 
such an analysis. ( first sentence of the above paragraph .. Sy applying the best 
available soils model and appropriate input parameters as well as methodology or 

, methodologies as defined in this RFP, how will model results impact the 
translation of dose to soil action levels and the translation of risk) 

Alternaff ve Lanwa~e-----kientlfy the various dose and or risk sfartha points used 
to establish the cleanup levels for other sites and ldentifv arrsrowlate 
relatlonshbs between dose and risk to allow conmarlsons 

6 The RESRAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migration/impacts over tirneldistance for various ‘cleanup levels determined in item 5. 
After first sentence add Models that incorporate offsite impacts to onsite 
standards will be defined and information provided as to the sites where they were 
applled, the input parameters used to determine offsite impacts, and the land use 
scenarios incorporated into the results. If no models exist for this determination 
the Consultant will review off-site migrationlimpacts over timeldistance for various 
cleanup levels determined in item 5. above. 

3 
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Perform indenendent calculaflon of the soil ectlon levels ushu parameter values 
and assumptions that are consistent with the observations of contaminant 
transport and envhnmental condition at Rocky Fiats. 

7.Consultant will meet with Actinide Migration panel and incorporate their results into 
the final soil action level model recommendation. 

Regularlv repotf to and meet with the Oversight Panel to describe prouress made 
In the conduct of the review. to discuss issues related to the work and to provide 
draft materlal for review and comment. 

I 

8. Specify a sampling method, process pro!ocol ana quality controls for ensuring that 
soil Contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this investigation. Replace the above 
sentence with ... The consultant will provide information on the appropriate 
statistlcal sampling model, process protocol and quality controls that will ensure 
that soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that 
may be set from the use of the models recommended in this investigation. 

Review the technical literature on vaild statistical approaches to verify samD1in.q 
methods and recommend aPRroaches that are amrowlate for the cleanup at the 
RFETS. 

Firms responding to'this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil action level. 

Specifically ,the Consultant will: 

Maintain an on.uolna wfiften loa of all meerings. corresnondence and telephone , 

conversations with panel members. reauiatorv aaencies and others noting the 
purmse of the call and response of ail members of the Pane and reaulator 
agencies that have contacted the consultant note the purpose of the call. 

Meet with Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular schedu!ed meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in 
conduct will review the consultants work and recommendations and prepare for a 
public meeting to develop a recommendations for a soil action level for RFETS 
for incorporation into the RFCA. 

during which the Oversight panel will 

Participate in a public meeting to be held in the evening in order to Inform the 
public of the consultants findings and recommendations, and to gather comments 
to be incorporated into the final recommendation 
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On B recruiar basis discuss the prowess of the work and sianificant technical 
issues involved with concerned citizens in open public meethas. 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and 
spelled out in the scope of work 

Prepare a comprehenslve tecknlcal report of the methods used and the results of 
the independent review and indeDendent assessment of soil action+leve/s. 

Delivera bles 

In addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

A separate summary report is to be provided for use by the General public. 

Prepare an article for publication in a peer reviewed technical lournal that 
describes the review methods and results, 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quarterly meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project 
and draft sections of the final report. 

Schedu WTimeline 

Meetings will be held bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. At least two 
of these meetings will be held at night. Monthly meetings will be held as work 
progresses. Tha cootractor wiil provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 

March 1998 
April 1998 
May 1998 
June 1998 
July 1998 
August 
September 
Kovem ber 
December 
January 
feburary 1999 

Start of Contract 
Presentation of potential methodologies to panel 
Setting of review methodology by oversight panel 
First Quarterly report to oversight panel 
Completion of contract, final presentation 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 

P' 10/11 
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March 1999 Presentation of results at RFCA Review 
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d For each of the input distributions in 3c above identify an input value which 

can be considered “reasonable” or best estimate.” Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

Identify site specitlc parameters that would be emiDloLed in the calculations of 
sol1 action levels far the RFETS. 

4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assurnad 
certain land use scenarios. The contractor will evaluate these land use scenarios as 
to their appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS 
The contractor will evaluate rancher, open space, residential , industrial, and free 
release land use scenarios for Rocky Flats and provide a recommendation as to  
the acceptability of the currently assumed land use scenarios in the context of 
achieving or the appropriateness of the listed alternatives. 

S..!dentify and evaluate the methodologies( i.e. bounding, best .estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combine/model the necessar- 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the best suited for 
such an analysis. (first sentence of the above paragraph .. By applying the best 
available soils model and appropriate input parameters as well as methodology or 
methodologies as defined in this RFP, how will model results impact the 
translation of dose to soil action levels and the translation of risk) 

6 The RESRAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migration/impacts over timeldistance for various cleanup levels determined in item 5. 
After first sentence add Models that incorporate offsite impacts to onsite 
standards will be defined and information provided as to the sites where they were 
applied, the input parameters used to determine offsite impacts, and the land use 
scenarios incorporated into the results. If no models exist for this determination 
the Consultant will review off-site migrationlimpacts over timeldistance for various 
cleanup levels determined in Item 
5. above. 

7.Consultant will meet with Actinide Migration panel and incorporate their results into 
the final soil action level model recommendation. 

8. Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recornmended in this investigation. Replace the above 
sentence with ... The consultant will provide information on the appropriate 
statistical sampling model, process protocol and quality controls that will ensure 
that soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that 
may be set from the use of the models recommended in thls investigation. 

3. 
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Firms responding to this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil action level. 

Specifically ,the Consultasst will: 

Meet with Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in 
conduct will review the consultants work and recommendations and prepare fcr a 
public meeting to develop a recommendations for a soil action level for RFETS 
for incorporation into the RFCA. 

during which the oversight panel will 

Participate in a public meeting to be held in the evening in order to inform ths 
public of the consultants findings and recommendations, and to gather comments 
to be incorporated into the final recommendation 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and 
spelled out in the scope of work 

Deliverables 

In addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work. the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

A separate summary report is to be provided for use by the General public. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quafiefly meeting dates.. 
They should incfude a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project 
and draft secticns of the final report. 

SchedulelTimeline 

Meetings will be held bi-weekly initially for a time peicd to be determined. At leas: two 
of these meetings will be held at night. Monthly meetings vvill be held as work 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 

March 1998 Start of Contract 
April 1996 
May 1999 
June 1998 
July 1998 
August 

Presentation of potential methodologies to panel 
Setting of review methodoiogy by oversight panel 
First Quarterly report to oversight panel 
Completion of contract, final presentation 

4 
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September 
November 
December 
January 
February 1999 
March 1999 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results at RFCA Review 

PI 05/11 

A1 
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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: KATHY SCHNOOR 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR JANUARY 29,1998 

DATE: JAWUARY 23,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, January 29,1998, 4:00-8:00 PM at Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the Zang’s Spur Conference Room (please bring a brown bag 
supper). Please read the various drafts of the Scope of Work for the RFP (items Labeled 
A, B, C at the meeting on 1/13/98) and be prepared to discuss them in detail. 

Proposed Agenda 

e 

e 

e 

0 

e 

Introductions 
Selection of Panel Co-Chair people 
Panel Members provide a biographical sketch of their position, education and 

Regular meeting schedule determined, meeting notices advertised 
Update on selection of meeting facilitator to work with the paxiel 
Development of project history 
Panel briefkg on RFCA and RSALs by CDPHE, EPA, and DOE 
Panel review and discuss the Draft Scope of Work 
Other Items: 

work experience 

-CDPHE update-RSAL review fit with RAC contract 
-Outline state process and timeline to get work started 
-Funding 

Next Steps 
Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 



Meeting Summaries Related to the Establishment of the 
Rocky Flats Radioactive Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel 

Prepared by Ken Korkia, Boardstaff Coordinator 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

(Note: The following meeting summaries have appeared in the Weekly Fa, a regular 
communication tool prepared by the staff of the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board for its 
membership. These summaries are not intended to serve as minutes of the meetings, but more as a 
means to provide the membership of the Advisory Board with a brief update on the events and 
meetings associated with Rocky Flats.) 

Soil Action Levels Meeting on Independent Review: Monday, September 15. CAB, the 
cities of Broomfield and Westminster, as well as Congressman Skaggs have asked for an 
independent review of the Soil Action Levels at Rocky Flats. The purpose for this meeting was to 
discuss with DOE the parameters for such a review. Representing DOE at the meeting were Jim 
Fiore with DOE Headquarters and Jessie Roberson. CAB members and staff present at the 
meeting included Tom Marshall, Mary Harlow, Victor Holm, Chris Millsaps and Ken Korkia. 
Other entities represented included the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center, RFLII, EPA, 
Congressman Skaggs office, CDPHE, and the cities of Broomfield and Westminster. 

Mr. Fiori stated that Assistant Secretary Alm supports the idea of an independent review and was 
interested in determining what it would look like. Jessie Roberson affirmed the local DOE 
perspective that they are willing to sponsor a review that looks at the validity of using RESRAD 
and the specific inputs to RESRAD. She also stated that DOE is “not in the business of setting 
dose levels,” and as such would not be interested in sponsoring a study that looks specifically at 
the protectiveness of the 15/85 mrem dose levels. Tim Rehder with EPA informed the group that 
the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) is currently conducting a study of dose levels, 
specifically the validity of the linear no threshold model dose model and the BEIR V Report. There 
was no indication of when NAS would complete its study. 

A majority of the discussion taking place during the meeting centered on the question of whether 
the dose levels (15/85 mrem) should or could be separated from the RESRAD review. With 
polarized views on this issue a suggestion was made that a subgroup of the meeting participants 
meet to discuss a path forward. This subgroup will investigate how stakeholder input might be 
inserted into the NAS study process. The need to incorporate a national stakeholder focus for this 
question was mentioned and will be discussed as well. 

The second focus of the discussion was how the study would approach a review of the RESRAD 
model and its inputs. It was agreed by the group that these would be part of the study. Also added 
to the study’s focus would be an examination of the process used to determine cleanup standards at 
other sites across the country and internationally. It was agreed that the actual numbers used in 
other cleanups may not be comparable given varying site specific conditions, but that the 
methodology used to determine the numbers would be applicable. The implications of the actinide 
migration study were also added to the scope of issues that should be added to the independent 
review. 

After having discussed the scope of the study, the conversation then turned to questions of who 
would do the actual review, the process that would be used to select the review participants and 
who would provide oversight. Because of the wide variety of views on these questions, no 
decisions were reached. It was determined that a second subgroup of the meeting participants 
would get together to discuss questions related to the selection of study participants and oversight. 
The next meeting to discuss the study will occur on October 14. The two subgroups will present 0 



their recommendations and hopefully a path forward for the independent review will be 
established. 

Independent Review of Soil Action Levels Update: Wednesday, September 24. In last 
week’s fax there was mention of the meeting with Jim Fiore from DOE Headquarters to discuss 
DOE’S intent to fund an independent review of the Soil Action Levels. During that meeting, a 
subgroup was formed to discuss the structure for how the study would be managed and who 
would-provide oversight. A meeting was held this week for that subgroup to discuss these issues. 
At the meeting it was decided to recommend that the Health Advisory Panel serve as a model for 
how the independent review might be carried out. In this model, the Colorado Department of 
Public Health and Environment would serve as the review administrators to manage the logistics of 
process. An oversight panel would be created to design the study, prepare a Request for Proposals 
to interest companies or individuals in actually performing the review, and provide review and 
feedback to the eventual contractor who would perform the work. As stated, the actual review 
itself would be performed by an independent contractor. This proposal will be submitted to the 
larger working group which will meet next on October 14. Final details as to time and location 
remain to be confirmed. If you would like more information on the independent review or would 
like to attend the next meeting, please contact the CAB office. 

Soil Action Level Review Planning Meeting: Tuesday, October 14. The Department of 
Energy has agreed to fund an independent study of the Soil Action Levels for radionuclides in soils 
at Rocky Flats. This meeting was the second for the study’s planning. Two major issues were 
discussed at the meeting, the membership of the study’s oversight panel and the scope of the 
study. 

Based on discussion at the first meeting, it has been determined that an oversight panel should be 
formed to oversee the study. This panel will refine the scope of the study, develop a request for 
proposals, select a contractor or group to actually perform the review, and provide oversight of the 
contractor or group. After much discussion of the oversight panel’s make-up, it was determined 
that there should be 13 members comprised of six local government represeritatives, two members 
representing activist groups, two technical / academic representatives, and two members 
representing the public at large. A place will be resenred for a CAB representative should CAB 
choose to have one. There will be three ex officio representatives, one each from DOE, CDPHE 
and EPA. Details on how the various representatives will be chosen remain to be worked out. The 
current thought is that the local governments will caucus to select their six representatives and that 
the community activist groups with an interest in Rocky Flats will do the same to select their two 
members. The four remaining seats for the public at large and technical / academic representatives 
will be advertised and interested persons asked to submit applications. Who will review the 
applicants and make the selection is still not determined. As mentioned earlier, an additional seat 
will remain open should CAB determine to send an official representative. 

The scope of work for the study has generally been agreed upon. The study will first examine 
whether the RESRAD computer model is the most appropriate to use in determining Soil Action 
Levels. The study’s contractor or group will be asked to examine different methodologies, 
including looking at other soil cleanups involving radioactive materials to determine what methods 
were used in determining the cleanup levels. Following this review, the study will then focus on 
the application of the model or methodology to the specific conditions at Rocky Flats. Because of 
the close correlation of the ongoing Actinide Migration Study, the contractor or group will need to 
be in contact and coordinate its work and findings with the Actinide Migration Study. The 
correlation between soil contamination and the protection of surface and groundwater resources 
also will need to be examined. 
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A working group will meet next on November 4 to further refine the study's scope and to discuss 
membership selection issues. If you have any questions about this study and the planning process, 
please contact Ken Korkia at 420-7855. 

Soil Action Level Oversight Panel Interim Planning Group: Tuesday, November 4. 
The Interim Planning Group which has been meeting to develop a process for instituting an 
oversight panel to oversee the independent evaluation of the Soil Action Levels met to review the 
latest draft of a project description. The frrst item discussed was options for providing 
administrative support to the project. These options center on the role that the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment might play in providing administrative support, 
such as contract management, meeting arrangements, and logistical arrangements between the 
oversight panel and the contractor who would actually perform the independent assessment of the 
Soil Action Levels. A possibility was raised that CDPHE could use the existing contract it has 
with Radiological Assessments Corporation (RAC), the contractor conducting the Dose 
Reconstruction Study for the Health Advisory Panel, and ask that R4C subcontract with the 
eventual contractor who would review the Soil Action Levels. Such a strategy might save the 
estimated two month period it could take to get a contract in place once the contractor is selected. 
No final decisions were made and the interim planning group will discuss this strategy at a later 
date. 

e 

At the original meeting held in September to start planning for the independent assessment, two 
paths emerged. Most of the focus of the group has centered on the path to provide a review of the 
process and model used in determining the Soil Action Levels. The second path is consideration of 
the actual dose numbers, namely 15 and 85 millirem. Are these dose levels protective? At this 
meeting, the group heard an update on the progress of a study being conducted by the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) at the request of EPA to look at the dose issue. It is possible that the 
NAS might recommend that it examine new scientific evidence in order to reevaluate the amount of 
risk per unit dose of exposure. The concern of the Interim Planning Group is that there be some 
type of public involvement in the process NAS and EPA will use in the reevaluation. Jackie 
Berardini, with CDPHE, and others have suggested that NAS and EPA use a public involvement 
strategy developed to guide the Department of Defense in its plans for chemical weapons 
destruction. Jackie has been in touch with NAS officials and will draft a letter suggesting the use 
of the Defense public involvement model. 

The remainder of the meeting time was spent in wordsmithing the Draft Project Description. One 
sigmfkant issue which arose during the discussion centered on the relationship between the Soil 
Action Level review and the Actinide Migration studies. Representatives from Kaiser-Hill, DOE 

' and the regulators expressed their concerns that the actinide migration issues not be a major part of 
the work of the contractor who will review the Soil Action Levels. There is language in the Draft 
Project Description which outlines how the two studies should interface. Community stakeholders 
at the meeting expressed their desires to see a close link between the two projects and questioned 
the independence of the Actinide Migration studies. The discussion on this issue will continue at 
the next meeting which is set for Wednesday, November 19, 11:OO a.m. - 1:30 p.m. at the 
Broomfield City Hall. 

e 

Soil Action Level Oversight Panel Interim Planning Group: Wednesday, November 
19. The Interim Planning Group is getting closer to completing its tasks to get the independent 
review of the soil action levels at Rocky Flats going. The meeting began with an announcement 
that the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment has agreed to provide 
administrative support to the panel once it is established. CDPHE will be used as a pass-through 
for money from the Department of Energy to fund the soil action level review and will administer 
the contract with the eventual contractor who will perform the actual analysis. One of the major 
tasks at this meeting was to complete work on a draft charter for the oversight panel. The charter 
will be forwarded to the legal department within CDPHE to determine whether the existing contract e 
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a that CDPHE has with Radiological Assessments Corporation (RAC), the contractor performing the 
Dose Reconstruction Study, can be used for this project as well. By using the RAC contract, it is 
hoped that the soil action level review can begin quickly without having to go through the time 
consuming administrative hoops to develop a new contract. 

The CAB letter to the Interim Planning Group was discussed. It was decided that the reserved seat 
for CAB members will be taken out and that consideration will be given for CAE3 members to fill 
the other seats for either technical or community member representatives. The group did not agree 
to increase the overall size of the panel, now set for 13 members: six from local governments, 
three technical representatives (including one from the current Health Advisory Panel), two 
members representing public interest groups, and two members from the general public. There 
will be three ex-officio representatives, one each from DOE, CDPHE and EPA. 

There was continued discussion regarding the scope of the independent review. DOE remains 
concerned that this independent analysis not focus on the actinide migration issues which are being 
reviewed as part of the site's Actinide Migration Studies. The community and local government 
representatives reiterated their concern that migration issues are important to this soil action level 
review. The exact focus on migration issues during the soil action level review will be discussed 
further as the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the review is completed. A subgroup of the Interim 
Planning Group will meet during the next two weeks to begin developing a Scope of Work for the 
RFT. The next meeting for the full Planning Group is set for Friday, December 12,l:OO p.m. at 
the Broomfield City Hall. 

Soil Action Level Oversight Panel Interim Planning Group: Friday, December 12. 
There were two primary agenda topics for this meeting: first, to discuss the latest draft scope of 
work for the project and second, to discuss the selection process for members of the oversight 
panel. In discussing the work plan the issues surrounding off-site impacts were once again raised 
by the attendees. DOE stated that it was open to the possibility of having the oversight panel 
somehow interact with the Actinide Migration Studies, but is not interested in having the panel 
direct the work of the scientists perfoming these studies. The idea of having the contractor for the 
oversight panel look at sampling methodologies that will be used to determine when the soil action 
levels have been met or when they need to be applied was also discussed. Whether this issue will 
be added to the scope of work will necessitate further discussion. Overall, significant changes 
were not made to the draft scope of work prepared so far, with the thought being that the official 
panel members once they are seated should take up discussion of the remaining issues. 

The second conversation for the meeting centered on the selection process for oversight panel 
members. The panel will be composed of thirteen individuals. There will be 6 seats reserved for 
'local government representatives and two seats reserved for community based activistherest 
groups. Of the remaining five seats, three will be for technicakientific representatives and two 
for members of the community at large. A panel member selection committee was formed to 
interview and select these five remaining seats. Interviews will be held during the fmt part of 
January, with selections made in time for the first official meeting of the panel, tentatively set for 
January 13. 

Soil Action Level Oversight Panel: Tuesday, January 13. For several months, an interim 
panel has been meeting to set up a review process for the Soil Action Levels set for soil 
remediation at Rocky Flats. This meeting was the first now that members have been selected for a 
permanent panel. There are thirteen individuals who will sit on the panel. They include 
representatives from the cities of Boulder, Westminster, Arvada, Louisville, and Arvada; Jefferson 
County; two individuals representing local community groups; three technical representatives; and 
two members of the community at large. 
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e Most of the meeting was spent in housekeeping activities such as planning future meeting dates and 
distributing draft work proposals for members to review. A subcommittee will meet to develop a 
broader public participation strategy for the project. Representatives from the Health Department 
were on hand to discuss contracting and funding for the project. A need was expressed that DOE 
needs to make some money available now in order to kick-off the project. The cities will provide 
logistical support in terms of meeting locations and staff assistance. The Panel decided they will 
require a facilitator and a subcommittee was formed to do the hiring. The next meeting for the 
Oversight Panel is set for Thursday, January 29 beginning at 4:OO and running as long as 
necessary to complete a scope of work for the project. 
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January 2 1 , 1998 

Dr. Jerome Puskin 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Radiation Studies Branch 
401 M Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Dr. Puskin: 

~ 

The Environmental Protection Agency Office of Radiation and Indoor Air asked the 

National Research Council to evaluate whether sufficient new data exist to warrant a 

reassessment of health risks reported in Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of 

Ioniang Radiations (BEIR V) in 1990. To respond to this request, the National Research 

0 
Council assembled the Committee on Health Risks of Exposure to Low Levels of 

Ionizing Radiations. The work of the committee was conducted in what was called the BEIR 

VII phase 1 study. To assist the committee during its deliberations, various scientists were 

consulted for advice, and a workshop on the impact of biology on risk assessment was held 

in collaboration with the Department ofEnergy Office ofHealth and Environmental Research. 

The intent of the workshop was to address the implications of new understanding of the 

biolo@c basis of radiation injury and carcinogenesis for risk assessment. Through this letter, 

we are providing you in advance a summary report of the committee’s recommendations. 

This is being done in order to enable you to begin to move forward as soon as possible in 

making a decision on the appropriateness of undertaking additional study of the subject. 

The following is a synopsis of the conclusions of the BEIR VI1 phase 1 study: 



In the committee’s judgment, information that has become available since publication of the a 
an opportune time to proceed with BEIR VII phase 2-a comprehensive r d y s i s  of health 

risks associated with low levels of ionizing radiations. Such a study should begin as soon as 

possible and is expected to take about 36 months to complete. 

The committee baed thatjud,sment on the followng considerations: 

Substantial new epidemiologic evidence has accumulated since the 1990 BEIR 
V reporr was published. The present committee’s phase 1 report will cite 39 new 

epidemiologic studies that fa11 into this category (see Table 1). Additional studies that 

have a direct bearing on the subject should become available in the next 3 years, the 

estimated period required to complete the phase 2 study. 

Some of the new epidemiologic data are on subjects on which information had 

been sparse, such as cancer mortality in those exposed to whole-body irradiation in 

childhood. 

Studies of carcinogenesis completed since publication of the last BEIR report 

have focused on mechanisms and the cellular and molecular events that are involved in 

the neoplastic process. The understanding of molecular events involved in carcinogenesis 

has increased si_gificantly. hlechanisms that might be involved in radiation carcinogenesis 

have been identified. Further knowledge of these mechanisms that should become 

available in the next 3 years might affect estimation of the radiation-response curve at low 

doses. 

Over the next few years, investigators will be applying two closely linked 

approaches using animal models of carcinogenesis. These will likely contribute to a better 

understanding of mechanisms of radiation-induced cancer. In the first of these two 

approaches, genetically engineered mice having alterations in specific genes will be used 

to determine the influence of these genes on the susceptibility of the mice to radiation- 

induced cancer. In the second approach, studies will be conducted of the inherent 
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differences in susceptibility to radiation-induced cancer among different mouse strains, 

the objective being to identi@ the genes involved in controlling susceptibility. 

Researchers responsible for this new generation of animal studies are taking advantage 

of the current rapid developments in molecular genetics. Progress on both approaches 

should be substantial over the next few years. Significant results of relevance to risk 

estimation are expected to be available for the proposed BEIR VI1 phase 2 study. 

Evidence regarding specific biologic events that can affect the shape of the dose- 

response curve at low doses is also accumulating. Information on such phenomena as DNA 

repair, signal transduction, chromosomal instability, and adaptation, although preliminary, 

might eventually affect risk analyses of low-dose and low-dose-rate exposures. 

The committee recommends that the group responsible for the proposedphase 2 study 

Include a comprehensive review of all relevant epidemiologic data related to 

low-LET (low linear energy transfer), i.e. sparsely ionizing, radiation. 

Define and establish principles on which quantitative analyses can be based, 

including requirements for epidemiologic data and cohort characteristics. In this respect, 

the group should consider biologic factors (such as the dose and dose-rate effectiveness 

factor, relative biologic effectiveness, genomic instability, and adaptive responses) and 

appropriate models (fatorin,o simple as opposed to complex models) to develop etiologic 

models, estimate population detriment, and attribute causation in specific cases. 

Assess the current status and relevance to risk models of biologic data and 

models of carcinogenesis. This should include a critical assessment of all data that might 

affect the shape of the response curve at low doses, in particular, evidence of thresholds 

or the lack thereof in dose-response relationships and the influence of adaptive responses 

and radiation hormesis. ' 
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Consider potential target cells and problems that might exist in determining 

dose to the target cell. 

Consider any recent evidence regarding genetic effects not related to cancer. Any 

such data, even if obtained from high radiation exposures or at high dose rates, should be 

considered. 

With respect to modeling, the committee recommends that the group responsible for the 

proposedp6ase 2 study 

Develop appropriate risk models for major cancer types and other outcomes, 

including benign disease and genetic effects. Specifically, the responsible group should 

develop models appropriate for probability-of-causation tables and should consider the 

fitting of purely empirical models to original data from studies or combined studies, the 

fitting of purely empirical models with meta-analytic techniques, and the fitting of 

semiempirical biology-based models to epidemiologic data. 

Provide examples of specific risk calculations based on the models and explain 

the appropriate use of the risk models. 

Describe and define the limitations and uncertainties of the risk models and 

their results. The group conducting the proposed phase 2 study should be directed to 

develop best-risk estimates as opposed to developing conservative models for purposes 

of radiation protection. 

Discuss the role and effect of modifiing factors, including host (such as 

individual susceptibility and variability, age, and sex), environment, and lifestyle. 

Identi@ critical gaps in knowledge that should be filled by future research. 

A 



To accomplish the above charge, the membership of the group responsible for the proposed 

BEIR VII phase 2 study will require expertise in epidemiology, biostatistics, radiation physics 

and dosimetry, molecular biology, risk assessment, cancer modeling, animal and cellular 

radiation biology, somatic cell genetics, cell-cycle regulation and apoptosis, and ionizing 

radiation-induced DNA damage and its repair. The committee recommends that the experts 

chosen have adequate resources and access to data for the computing, statistical analyses, and 

modeling required to complete the study. 

We trust that this synopsis of the recommendations of the committee will meet your current 

needs. The complete report of the committee will be published and provided to your office 

when it has received the committee’s final approval and has been subjected to-the National 

Research Council peer-review process. 

Sincerely, 

Richard B. Setlow, Ph.D. 
Chairman, Committee on Health Effects of Exposure to Low 
Levels of Ionizing Radiations (BEIR VII Phase 1) 

Table 1 is a summary of the more important epidemiologic data that have been published since the 1990 
publication of the BEIR V report. Included are studies that are expected to provide new and useful data 
during the 3-year term of the proposed BEIR VII, Phase II, study. Although not exhaustive, the list 
should serve as a guide to some of the pertinent new and upcoming epidemiologc data on the subject. 
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Table 1 Summary of Epidemiologic Studies of Low-LET Ionizing Radiation and 

1935- 
1992 

C 

STUDY 

All canm and 
multiple 
uulm S l t b  

Ankylosing 
spondylitis paticnrs 

We& et al. Cancsr mortality 
following x-ray treatment for 
ankylosing spondylitis. Int J Cancer 
199459327-338. 

Weiss et al. Leukemia mortality 
after x-my ucament for ankylosing 
spondylitis. Rad R a  1995;142:1- 

AIomic-bomb 
S u M V O r s  

Cohort .Mortality 

Cohort Mortality 

Atomic-bomb 
survivors (case- 
control study) 

~ 

Prrsron e; al. C a n m  incidence in 
atomic-bomb SUW~VOIS. Part 1II: 
leukemia. lymphoma. and multiple 
myeloma 1950-1987. Rad R a  
1994:137568-597 (2 suppi). 

Thompson et ai. Cancer incidence in 
atomic-bomb survivors. P u t  11: 
solidtumors 1958-1987. Rad Res 
199q1375 17-567. 

Ron et ai. Incidence of benign 
g m i n & d  turnom among 
atomic-bomb SUMVOK. Amcr J Epi 
1995:142:68-75. 

Pi- et al. Studies of the mortality 
of atomic bomb SUMVOK. Report 
12. P a  1. C~l~~r.1950-1990. Rad 
R a  l996;146: 1-27. 

ncer, 1990 

Cohort Incidence 

Cohort Incidence 

Cohort Incidence 

Cohort Mortality 

REFERENCE 

1950- 
1987 

19S8- 
1987 

1958- 
1989 

1950- 
1990 

Leukemia 
lymphoma 
multiple 
myeloma 

Multiple 
ca~~ccr  situ 
(solid tumors) 

h g n  

stomach 
colon and 
rectum 

Non 
leukemias, 
leukemia, and 
multiple 
Cancer s i t a  

-OK Of 

11. 

Land et al. A wse control interview 
study of brast cancer among 
Japanese A-bomb survivors. 1. Main 
effects. Cancer Causes and Control 
1994;5:157-169. 

I I 

Casc- 
control 

6 

- 

SEX 

Male 
a n d .  
Female 

Male 
and 
Female 

- 
Male 
and 
Female 

Male 
and 
Female 

hiale 
and 
F d e  

- 
Male 
and 
Female 

- 
Female 

- 

~ ~~~~~ 

NO. IN 
SIUDY 

15,577 

14.767 

93.696 

79.972 

SO$ I1 

86,572 

Cases: 196 
Controls: 
566 
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STUDY 

Momic-bomb 
iurvivors (in utcro 
:ohom) 

Ccnicil cancer 
piticnu 

REFERENCE 

Delongchmp et al. Cmca 
mortality among atomic-bomb 
survivors exposed in u m  or as 
young childma Ocrober 1950-May 
1992. R i d  R e  1997.147:385-395. 

Howc and XlcLsughlin Breast 
cancer mortality between 1950 and 
1987 aftr exposure to haionatcd 
m o d w  dose rate ioniring radiatia 
in the Canadian fluoroscopy study 
and a comparison with breast cancn 
mortality in h e  Atomic bomb 
survivors study. Rad Res 
1996;145:694-707. 

Neinermm et ai. Second primary 
cancer d e r  trcitmmt for cervical 
cancer. C m c a  1995:76:442452. 

TYPE 
OF 

STUDY 

:ohon 

Cohon 

Cohon 

~ 

SERIES 

Xfodity 

l l o d i t y  

In:io:nce 

SEX 

Male 
and 
Female 

- 
Female 

Female 

NO. IN 
STUDY 

17.60 1 

31.917 

36.193 

YEARS 
OF 

FO'OLOW- 
I;p 

1950- 
1992 

1950- 
1987 

1935- 
1990 

CANCER 
sms 

REpoRlZD 

Canadian 
fluoroscopy 

Howe. Lung 
CSncCr 
Mortality 
between 1950 
and 1987 
Following 
Exposure to 
h a i o m t e d  
moderate 
dose rate 
ioniring 
radiation in 
the Canadian 
Ruoroscopy 
Study and a 
comparison 
with lung 

mortality in 
the Alomic 
Bomb 
S U M V O r s  

study. 
Radiat Res 
1995; 
142~295-304. 

cancer 

Cohort hfo 
rtd 

Male ity 
and 
Female 64, 

17 
1950- 2 
1987 

Lu 
Non ng 
leukemias can 

CCT 
leukemia. 
and multiple 
cancer sites 
Breast cancer 

Multiple 
cancer sites 
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so. rN 
STUDY 

Cohort: 
56.540 
CIKS: 69 1 

. \w 
OF 

FOLLOW- 
L’p 

1943- 
1986 

Contrslatcral &ice et al. Cancer in the 

radiotherapy for brem m c c r .  N 
Engl J Med 1992:326:781-785. 

breast (U.S.A) conualatcml breast aftr 
CasC 
Mntrol 
within a 
cohort 

Fallout irom 
Scvada Test Site 

Kcrber et al. A cohon study of 
thyroid disease in relation to fallout 
horn nuclear weapors ws11n5 
JAMA 1993;270:2076-2082. 

Simon et ai. The Utah leukemia 
casecontrol study: dosimcvy 
methodology and results Hlth 
Phys 199S:68 14:460-471. 

Davis et al. Cancer m o d i t y  in a 

Massachusetts tuberculosis parimtr 
Cancer Ra 1989;49:6130-6136. 

Boice et al. Frequent chest x-ray 
fluoroscopy and breast cancer 
incidence among tuberculosis 
patienu in Massachusetts. Rad Res 
1991;125:214-222. 

Masuchluau 
fluoroscopy radiation-exposed cohon of 

Conon 

CUC- 
control 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Llultiple diagnostic 
x-rays of scoliosis 
patimu 

Hoffian et al. Brcan cancer m 
women with scoliosis exposed to 
multiple diagnostic x-rays. J Natl 

Cohon 

C a n m  Inst 1989:8 1: 1307-1312. 

Suclear indunry 
workm (combined 
malysis) 

Cardis et al. Direct mima- of 
m c e r  monality due to low doses of 
radiation: an intcmational study. 

Cohon 

Lancet 1994~344: 1039-1043. 

Cardis et al. Effccu of low doses and 
low dose rates of exvrnal iomzing 
radiation: cancer momlity m o n g  
nuclear industry workers in rhrce 
counuies. Rad Res  1995;142:117- 

Cohon 

Sfale 
ami 
Fnalc  

>.!de 
bfd 
Fnsle 

X!& 
md 
F=nale 

95.673 1943- 
1988 

95.673 1943- 
1988 

18.879 1948- 
1993 

P:l\ic radiotherapy i Inskip et SI. Leukern& Ilmphoma 
:or Oemp and multiple myeloma after pelvic 
-. onecotogic 1 radiotherap! for bcnign diseuse. R d  
dl,case I Res 1993;135:108-124. 

I 

Cohon 

J 

CANCER 
S m  

REPORTED 

W E  
OF 

STUDY 

CSe- 
control 
ina 
cohort 

SEX 

Female 

STUDY REFERENCE SERIES 

B r u n  cancer Conmlateral 
breast (Dmmiuk) 

Storm et aI. Adjuvant radiothmpy 
and risk of contralateral breast 
cancer. J Nat Cancer Inn 
1992;84:1245-1250. I E O k  I 

Breast cancer 1935- 

Carer: 655 
Conuols: 

X!de I 2,173 1 1965- 
and 
Female 

M& 
and 
F a d e  

Incidence Thycud 
canex and 
other thyroid 
divaw 

1986 

1952- 
1981 

CaKs: 
1.177 
Controls: 
5.330 

Lcukcmia 

Mortality 

Incidence 

Multiple 
cancer rites 

1929- 

Female 

Incidence Brraa uncer 

hiortali? 

Monality 

Muhiole 
can- sites 

Solid mmors 
and ieuknnia 

Mortality L u q  cancer 
and 
leukemia 

Cohon 

Xrsocialion 

hlortality MulL+lc 
hauiapoietic 

8 
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Incidence Pooled analysis of 
exlrmal radiation 
and thyroid cancer 

Ratliarion 
treatment for 
b a g  head and 
neck conditions 
( b m i g  thyroid 
tumors) 

Ron et ai. Thyroid cancer d e r  
exposure to c m a l  radiation: a 
pooled analysirof seven r m d i a  
Rad RU 1996;141:259-277. 

Wong et al. Benign thyroid tumors: 
general risk f m n  and their effcas 
on radiation risk esumation h e r  J 
Epi 1996:144:728-733. 

Radiation 
treaunent for breast 
CMCCT 

Curtis et ai. Risk of leukemia after 
chemotherapy and d a t i o n  
treatment for breast cancer. N End J 
Mcd 1992;326:1745-1751. 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
Hodgkin’s Disease 
(g-0 inVninal 
cancer) 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
mcvoparhia 

merma 
hemorrhapc 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
pituitary & n o m a  

Radiothm.py 
trexmmt for skin 
hcmiuqoma in 
childhood 

Birdwell et al. Gasvointestinal 
cancer after treatment of Hodgkin’s 
Disease. Int J Rad Oncol Biol Phys 
1997,37:67-73. 

Darby et al. Mortalit?. in a cohofl of 
women given x-ray therapy for 
meuopaha hmorrhagca Int J 
Cancer 1994:56:793-80 1. 

Brada et al. Risk of second brain 
m o r  after conxrvarive surgay and 
radiotherapy for pituitary adenoma. 
Br Med J 1992;304:1343-1346. 

Funt et al. Tumon &er 
radiotherapy for skin hemangioma in 
;hiidhood. Act Oncoiogica 1990: 
?9:557-562. 

Cohon Mortality 

Cohon Incidence 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
th)mus 
mlargemcnt 

Cohon Incidence 

1 NO.IN 
YE.w 
OF 

CANCER 
ST;Es 

REPORTED 

TYPE 
OF 

SIWY REFERENCE SEPJES SIWY 

’Ihjroid 
M a r  

Cohon 
CaSe- 
control 

1926- 

Female 

Incidence Male 
and 
Female 

Cohon 
hyoid  
n&la 

Radivion 
lreatmmt for 
bmim head and 
neck conditions 
(hyoid  cancer and 
thyroid nodules) 

Schncider et ai. Dose-response 
relationships for radiarion-induced 
thyroid cancer and thymid nodules: 
evidence for the prolonged effcas of 
radiation on the thyroid J Clin 
Endocrinol Mctab 1993;77:362- 
269. 

Cohon lncidcncc hlale 
and 

T h p d  
cancer md 
nodules 

care- 
control 
within 
cohort 

Female Cohon: 
82,700 
casa: 90 
Controls: 
264 

1973- 
1985 

Mtcmia 

ahon I 3.609 1937- 
1985 

Radiation 
treatment for 

Radiotherapy 
treatment for 
Hodgkin’s Disease 
@ r m  cancer) 

peptic Ulcer 

Grim et al. cancer following 
radiotherapy for peptic ulcer. J N d  

Hancock et al. Breast cancer after 
~eaIment of Hodgkm’s Disease. J 

CY~W IllR 1994:86:842-849. 

Natl Cancer Lnst 1993:85:25-31. 

Male 
and 
Female 
F d e  

Male 
and 
Female 

Female 

- 
Male 
and 
Female 

Male 
m d  
Female 

hiale 
and 
Female 

Cohort Incidence 
and 
Mortality 

885 
~~ ~ 

1961- 
1990 

Breast m c e r  

Cohon Incidence 
and 
Mortality 

Multiple 
cancer si- 

l l  
Multiple 
cancer sites 
(solid tumors 
only) 

Cohon: 
14.647 
C u a :  94 
Conlrols: 
359 

1920- 
1986 

Multiple 
cancer sites 
(solid mmon) 

skin m c c r  
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Radioulmpy 
treaunent for 
u h e  bleeding 

Incidence 

Incidence 

Women treated for 
infmility 

Mde 
and 
Female 

\Isle 
and 

REFERENCE 

Inskip et al. Canm mortality 
following radium vcament for 
&e bleeding Rad R a  
1990123:33 1-344. 

19so- 
1986 

1950- 
1980 

1925- 
1991 

~ ~~~ ~~ 

Ron et ai. Thyroid neoplasia 
following lowdose radiation in 

531. 
Childhood Rad RCS 1989120:S16- 

Thyoid 
cancer and 
o t h a  th?roid 
disuse 

Sf eltnoma. 
o u l a  skin 
cancer and 
b m i p  Skin 
ulmon 

Multiolc 
cancer sites 

Ron et al. Radiation induced skin 
carcinomas of the head and neck 
Rad RCS 1991:12S:318-329. 

In utero exposure Doll and Wakeford. Ridc of 
childhood CMCCT korn fetal 
irradiation Brit J Radio1 1997; 
70: 130-139 

Ron et al. hfortality following 
radiation vestment for infertility of 
hormonal origin or amenorrhea Int J 
Can- 1994; 23:1165-1173 

A review of casecontrol and cohort studies of childhood u n c m .  

TYPE 
OF 

snr[)Y 

Cohon 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Cohort 

Mortality Female P; NO. IN SIUDY 

4.153 

10.834 

27.060 

816 

1925- .\tuhiple 
1984 1 canmsites 
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Decisions that need to be made about RFP drafts C and A2 

ues (there may be others): 0 General iss 
1) Can we make decisions tonight only on the content, not the specific language? We 
could name a committee to do the wordsmithing later, then to circulate their product 
in time for us to be able to review it prior to our next meeting, so we can approve it 
(possibly with revisions) at that time. If we decide on a committee to complete the 
text, could we also leave to them the task of determining the appropriate order of 
items (A2 and C use slightly different orders)? 

\ c 
\? L!, 

1)" " , 

2) Draft C, in the "Scope of Work" section,-has'bvaRarts under each item, "Action" 
Ck and "Discussion." A2 does not i n c l u d e ' F s s i , W e  have three possible choices: 

to exclude separate "Discussion" paragraphs (the A2 approach), to retain "Discussion" 
paragraphs (the C approach), or to add '.'Discussion" items as an Appendix at the end 

I . .  

. .. 

-. , ,. . -..: I ., .,A- ,{:;.;' /.,,' ,, , i - f ; . .F-  ,; . -'--..:! . , . .  . . . -  I /. . . ,_ 
_..I 

.A. ! . , 
./.- : 

. .  
. -. of the principal RFP text. ;) , .. . . ! ..- I ' 

c .  L..JLiL ; ," >.*,-,c;;, <-.!:> .J, .+&4< / ___..! :.. -+: 
d' [ 3) Can we confine our discussion and decision-making reg ing the RFP drafts-to 

known and potential disagreements? Known disagreements are those between the 
two drafts, or between the drafts and the agency memo. Potential disagreements are 
any changes, additions, deletions that may be proposed. ,hw- Lwf N,rld' 

L[i 
r 5" 
$4 L 

issues Items identified as disagreements between the two documents (not all 
of them substantive), or between the RFP drafts and the agency memo. Areas of 
substantive disagreement are identified with an *. Can w e  start with these? 

Page 1 
d in A2 does not appear in C. Shall we keep it? * a) First paragraph of W y r o u n  

b) C is longer than A2. 

* a) Puraose section in A2 does not appear in C. For the most part this does not 
constitute a substantive difference. However, the final two sentences of the A2 
Purpose (on integrating the final report from the Actinide Migration Panel into the 
final S A L  review report) need discussion. 

- ..I-.&( -*dd GCS~?--t-Ap */t.&+- -& ; s E n t + . L . w  ' .-&J 
Page 2 

ScoDe of Work 

recommendation"; not so C. 

scope of study. 

* b) A2 says comments received from the public will be incorporated into the "final 

c) First paragraph of C summarizes what follows; not so A2. 
* d) C but not A2 says (end of page) that the contractor may suggest modifying the 

Page 3 
eanuD revels at Qther Sites 

* a) A2, second line includes a sentence beginning: I' The contractor will identify 
any models . . .I" What does this mean? Does it alter what the contractor is being 
asked to do, or only clarify it? 

Commter Models 

clarify what the contractor is being asked to do regarding computer models? 
* b) See the underlined text at the end of the A2 column. Does this modify or only 0 -_ 



UtS 
Page 4 

* a) See the underlined text at the bottom of the A2 column. This seems to be a 
substantive addition. What should we do with it? 

Page 5 
Methodoloev 
* a) In the A2 column, see the text in bold print at the end of the first paragraph. 

What shall we do with this proposed addition? 
* b) In column A2, see the underlined text at the end of item number 5.  Two 

questions: Does this sentence belong here - or might it belong on page 3 under the 
item on cleanup levels at other sites? SeSond, what shall we do with this proposed 
addition? 

Page 6 
Protocols 
* a) The agencies propose (middle of the page) that we delete the section on 

protocols for sampling methods. What shall we do? 
IF WE DEEDX THE SECTION ON PROTOCOLS, SKIP b), c), and d). 
* b) Note the difference in the opening sentences of C and A2 under "Protocols." A2 

refers to "cleanup standards that may be set from the use of models recommended in 
this investigation, C to "cleanup levels that may be set from the use of models and 
inputs as studied in this investigation." Which shall it be? 
* c) Is there a Substantive difference between the opening sentence in A2 and the 

sentence in bold proposed as a substitute? If so, which do we want? 
*d) What shall we do with the underlined sentence at the end of the sampling 

method section in the A2 column? 

* c) See the deletion proposed by the agency memo. What to do? 

* e) Note the difference between the openings sentences in A2 and C. Which 

* f) See the underlined phrase at the end of column A2. What is intended? Does this 

* g) Note the change proposed by the agencies (bottom of page). What shall we do? 

approach shall we take? 

phrase refer to the Actinide Migration Panel? or to the contractor for the 
independent review? What should we do with this passage? 

Page 7 
Water aualitv 

we do? 
* a) The agencies recommend deletion of this section on water quality. What shall - 
* b) This section refers to the failure of the RETRAD computer model to deal with 

off-site impacts, so it may be meant as a substitute for the "Water Quality" section in C 
(which also has to do with one fonn of off-site impact). We need: 
first, clarity on what this section is about, and, 
second, decisions on what to do with the three layers of language: (1) the original 
opening two sentences; (2) the addition in bold; (3)the underlined portion. . 



Page 8 . 
* a) This page appears in A2 but not in C. It shows the same three layers of 

language referred to above (final item, page 7). Some of what is here mentioned 
could be incorporated under the following "Deliverables" section, some under the 
closing section on "Schedule/Timeline." Perhaps we can take each separate item on 
this page, decide on its inclusion or exclusion, then determine where it needs to be 
placed in the document. Perhaps we need to create a new 'heading, something like 
"Expectations for Those Conducting the Review" (there may be a better idea). 

Deliverabk 

to a reputable peer review journal for critical analysis." The underlined sentence in 
A2 sajs, by contrast, says such an article is to be prepared "for publication." Which 
is the better way of stating what is needed? Would it be preferable to say we expect 
actual publication of an article in a reputable peer reviewed journal? 
* b) Is this the best way to get peer review of this work, particularly since getting 

editorial response to a submitted article may take as long as a year after submission of 
a manuscript? 

I 

~ 

Page 9 

* a) Document C says "a synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted 

page 10 
* a) C includes more detail than A2 regarding meetings and public participation. Is 

it better to have more detail at this point or to decide on this kind of detail later? 
* b) In the second line of column C, replace the term "scoping" with 

"informational." This reflects the fact that the scope of the project is already defined 
by this RFP. 
* c) Note the difference in timelines between A2 and C. Which do we go with? 
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Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFICE ' 
P.O. BOX 928 

GOLDEN. COLORADO 80402-0928 

JAN 2 9 1998 98-DOE-03269 

Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, 

Over the course of the last few months several draft scopes of work for the Soil Action Level 
Independent Review have been circulated. The purpose of this meniorandum is to clarify DOE'S 
commitment to fund an independent scientific review or' the radionuclide soil action levels 
(RSALs) at Rocky Flats and comment on some of the issues raised in the latest draft scope of 
work. 

Current Understanding of Independent Review: 

In response to public concerns regarding the RSALs, DOE has agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the RSALs at Rocky Flats. Specifically this review should evaluate the 
methods and assumptions used by the RFCA parties to establish RSALs. This will include 
addressing the following issues: 

1. Review the appropriateness and accuracy of the RESRAD model in translating the 15/85 
mRem dose standard to a soil action level (pCi/p) .  This effort may include the 
identification of other methods which could be used to more accurately translate dose to 
action levels. 

2. Examine the input parameters used by the RFCA parties for appropriateness and veracity. 

3. Review cleanup levels and methodologies used at other plutonium and americium 
contaminated sites and determine their applicability at Rocky Flats. 

Concerns with Latest Scope of Work: 

We are concerned that several new issues and acti\*ities have been included in latest scope of 
work that are beyond what DOE originally agreed to fund. These concerns include: 

Section 4: 

The soil action levels for radionuclides in the soil were set to be protective for the future users of 
the Rocky Flats land in accordance with the land uses designated in the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement (RFCA). Those anticipated land uses are open space for the entire site with potential 
limited industrial use in the south side of the current industrial area. The RSAL independent 
review should be consistent with these land uses. The Rocky Flars \ ision does not include 
residential use at the Site. but the current action Ie\els for radionuclides in soil consider ;I 
hypothetical future resident due to the long-lived naturrl of radionuclides. Evaluating the new 
future land uses ce.g.. rancher) is beyond the scope of \tork. 
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Section 6: 

If the contractor identifies a model that can incorporate offsite impacts to onsite standards it will 
be considered. However, the way this section is currently written leaves the reader to believe the 
contractor will “review off-site migratiodimpacts over timejdistance for various cleanup levels”. 
This task falls under the work the Actinide Migration Investigation and DOE will not fund 
duplicative work. See Legare Memo, December 10, 1997 for a description of the relationship of 
the RSAL Independent Review and Off-site Impacts. 

Section 8: 

DOE agrees that sampling methods, process protocols and quality controls for ensuring that soi 
contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards is an important issue that may 
warrant further dialogue. We do not believe, however, that this independent review is the most 
appropriate mechanism to address this public concern. 

Issues that Need Clarification: 

Section 5: 

It is still unclear what the goal and purpose of this task is. It seems like the intent of this task is 
covered under Sections 3c and 3d. 

Sc heduleflimeli ne: 

Without a defined scope of work it is difficult to predict cost and schedule. 

Sincerely , 

y-wk-- Joseph A. Legare 

Assistant Manager for 
Environmental Compliance 
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Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 928 

GOLDEN, COLORADO 80402-0928 

JAN 2 9 I998 98-DOE-03269 

Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, 

Over the course of the last few months several draft scopes of work for the Soil Action Level 
Independent Review have been circulated. The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify DOE'S 
commitment to fund an independent scientific review of the radionuclide soil action levels 
(RSALs) at Rocky Flats and comment on some of the issues raised in the latest draft scope of 
work. 

Current Understanding of Independent Review: 

In response to public concerns regarding the RSALs, DOE has agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the RSALs at Rocky Flats. Specifically this review should evaluate the 
methods and assumptions used by the RFCA parties to establish RSALs. This will include 
addressing the following issues: 

1 .' Review the appropriateness and accuracy of the RESRAD model in translating the 15/85 
mRem dose standard to a soil action level (pCi/gm). This effort may include the 
identification of other methods which could be used to more accurately translate dose to 
action levels. 

2. Examine the input parameters used by the RFCA parties for appropriateness and veracity. 

3. Review cleanup levels and methodologies used at other plutonium and americium 
contaminated sites and determine their applicability at Rocky Flats. 

.Concerns with Latest Scope of Work: 

We are concerned that several new issues and activities have been included in latest scope of 
work that are beyond what DOE originally agreed to fund. These concerns include: 

Section 4: 

The soil action levels for radionuclides in the soil were set to be protective for the future users of 
the Rocky Flats land in accordance with the land uses designated in the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement (RFCA). Those anticipated land uses are open space for the entire site with potential 
limited industrial use in the south side of the current industrial area. The RSAL independent 
review should be consistent with these land uses. The Rocky Flats vision does not include 
residential use at the Site, but the current action levels for radionuclides in soil consider a 
hypothetical future resident due to the long-lived nature of radionuclides. Evaluating the new 
future land uses (e.g., rancher) is beyond the scope of work. a 
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Section 6: 

If the contractor identifies a model that can incorporate offsite impacts to onsite standards it will 
be considered. However, the way this section is currently written leaves the reader to believe the 
contractor will “review off-site migrationlimpacts over time/distance for various cleanup levels”. 
This task falls under the work the Actinide Migration Investigation and DOE will not fund 
duplicative work. See Legare Memo, December 10, 1997 for a description of the relationship of 
the RSAL Independent Review and Off-site Impacts. 

Section 8: 

DOE agrees that sampling methods, process protocols and quality controls for ensuring that soil 
contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards is an important issue that may 
warrant further dialogue. We do not believe, however, that this independent review is the most 
appropriate mechanism to address this public concern. 

Issues that Need Clarification: 

Section 5: 

It is still unclear what the goal and purpose of this task is. It seems like the intent of this task is 
covered under Sections 3c and 3d. 

Scheduleflimeline: 

Without a defined scope of work it is difficult to predict cost and schedule. 

Sincerely , 

Joseph A. Legare 
Assistant Manager for 

Environmental Compliance 



Joseph Goldfield 
Denver, CO 

January 7,1998 
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PLUTONIUM INTAKE BY RESIDENTS ON CUNlAMlNRTED SOIL 

JOSEPH GOLDFIELD 
DENVER, CO 

JANUARY 7,1979 

Summarv 

This paper is an attempt to determine the quantity of plutoaium that may 
accumulate in the lungs of a resident on soil contaminated with 1429 
p/Ci/g (picocuries per gram of soil). Admittedly the data available for such 
a calculation is limited. However, using assumptions that assume 
relationships between the plutonium concentration in the soil, the 
resultant plutonium concentration in the air, and the quantity of 
contaminated air that a resident breathes, an estimate can be made of the 
weight of plutonium, in size ranges that are respirable, (capable of being 
drawn deeply into the lungs) that is inhaled. The result of this analysis 
indicates that as much as 0.5 pg (micrograms) of plutonium may be 
deposited in the lungs of a resident in one year. If it is assumed that only 
1pg of plutonium constitutes a fatal dose, then a fatal dose may be 
accumulated in two years. Such a result is unacceptable for human health 
effects. The length of exposure over which even relatively small health 
effects should not develop is normally assumed as 70 years--35 times the 
length of exposure cited above. The health effect, even after that length of 
exposure, must not be life threatening. In order to reduce the possibility of 
that effect an additional safety factor of at least ten is deemed appropriate. 
Thus the soil plutonium concentration should be reduced by a factor of 350 
fold from 1429 pCi/g to 4 pCi/g. 
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PLUTONIUM INTAKE BY RESIDENTS ON CONTAMINFITED SOIL 

Background 

The relationship of the quantity of plutonium in soil to the the quantity 
that accumulates in the lungs of residents living on such soil is crucial to 
understanding the health effects. This paper is an attempt (with limited 
data available) to study this relationship. It is hoped that the paper may 
serve as part of a continuing dialogue. It was inspired by the proposal of a 
soil action level of 1429 pCi/g (picocuries of plutonium per gram of soil) 
that was reputed, by means of calculations made with a computer model 
called RESRAD, to produce a health effect of 8Smrem/year on people living 
m such soil. 

In discussions of the soil action level, the point was made that 1429 pCi is 
a very small quantity of plutonium--implying that health effects must be 
minimal. At first glance, 1429 pCi is a very small number. A picocurie is 
equal to 1 OE- 12 curies--0.00000000000 1 curies. However, plutonium is a 
very poisonous material. One microgram is postulated as a fatal dose if 
concentrated in the lung. One microgram is 0.000001 grams. Since there 
are about 28 grams in an ounce, 1 microgram is also a small number. 

Plutonium Intake bv Residents 

The quantity of plutonium drawn into the lungs of people living on 
contaminated soil is influenced by the following factors: 

1. The concentration of plutonium in the soil. 

2. The quantity of soil that may be suspended in air. 

3. The concentration of plutonium in the airborne soil. 

4. The quantity'of contaminated air drawn into the lungs. 

5 .  The quantity of plutonium that is retained in the lungs. 
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Concentration of Plutonium in the Soil 

The concentration of plutonium in soil that is cleaned to the soil action 
level is 1429 pCi/g. However, that concentration is an average determined 
by a soil sampling method that we know little about. What is the spacing 
between sampling points? How many samples are taken in any given area? 
What is the method of obtaining samples? What will be the acceptable 
range of plutonium quantities in the samples? How accurate are the 
analytical methods used to determine plutonium quantities? 

Until the answers to the questions posed, and others that may be asked by 
people much more knowledgeable in the field, we can only guess at the 
accuracy of the result--l429 pCi/g. We do know that the result is an 
average concentration. For health exposures we are more interested in the 
levels in the soil to which the most heavily exposed population will be 
subjected. I am guessing that level is three times the average. 

Concentration of Soil Suspended in Air 

From data obtained by the National Air Surveillance Network, it is 
estimated that the average particulate concentration in air at Rocky Flats is 
75 pg/cu m (micrograms per cubic meter of air). It is further assumed that 
70% of the suspended particulate is less than 1 Op in size (respirabie 
particles that can be  drawn deeply into the lungs). 

Concentration of Plutonium in Airborne Soil 

The concentration of plutonium suspended in air is increased above the 
average concentration found in soil samples by two factors. First, the air 
blowing through the soil elutriates (separates and suspends) the small soil 
particles much more readily than larger particles--so that the 
concentration of small particles in air is much higher than the 
concentration of small particles in the unseparated soil. Second, it has been 
established by br. Carl Johnson (published in an article in Science, August 
1976) that the concentration of plutonium in small, respirabie size 
particles is 5.5 times as great as the average concentration of plutonium in 
soil. 
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Air Intake bv Healthv Younn Men 

Page 4 

The air intake by healthy young men at rest (sedentary) is as much as 40 
liters per minute. With heavy exercise that rate can rise to airnost 300 
liters per minute. Allowing for some mild form of exercise, it is assumed 
that the breathing rate should be estimated as 48 liters per minute. 

Ouantitv of Plutonium Retained in the Lungs 

From the parameters discussed above a calculation can be made of the 
quantity of plutonium that will be drawn into the lungs of residents on soil 
contaminated with 1429 pCi/g. Because the soil particles are quite small, in 
the respirable range, it may be assumed that they will be drawn deeply 
into the lungs and retained for long periods of time. 

From the discussions above: 

The most heavily exposed residents will probably be exposed to three 
times the avera.  or 1429 pCi/g x 3 or 4287 pWg. 

The concentration of airborne dust will be 75 pg per cubic meter of which 
70% or 52.5 pg per cubic meter w i l l  be in the respirable range. 

Because of the eiutriatlon effect of a i r  blowing through soil particles and 
the established fact that plutonium is concentrated by a factor of 5.5 in 
the small, respirable soi l  particles, the concentration o f  plutonium in the 
soi l  must be multiplied by a factor of  5.5 t o  estimate the concentratlon of 
plutonium in the airborne particles. 

In one year a young man, resident of Rocky Flats w i l l  breathe 48 Vmin x 
60m/hr x 8,000 hrs/yr = 23,000,000 liters--since one cubic meter is  
equal t o  1,000 liters, the young man w i l l  breathe In 23,000 cubic meters 
of  dust laden air. 

The air w i l l  contain 52.5 pg/cu m x 23,000 cu m = 1,200.000 p g  or 1.2 
grams of particulates. 
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The plutonium in the inspirated air will have been concentrated by a 
factor of 3 because 1429 pCi/g is an average value and some people will be 
exposed to values three times the average and by a factor of 5.5 because of 
the elutriation effects described--1429 pCi/g x 3 x 5.5 = 23,600 pCi/g of> 
‘inspirated soil. 

In order to convert the picocuries to weight they must be corrected for the 
fact that 16.1 grams of plutonium produces 1 curie of radiation. 16.1 
picograms of plutonium will be required to produce 1 pCi. 23,600 pCi x 
16.1 picograms/picocurie = 380,000 picograms of Pu per gram of 
inspirated soil. Since 1.2 grams per year of soil were inspirated, the weight 
of inspirated plutonium will be 456,000 picograms.1 ,000,000 picograms 
are equal to one microgram, the inspirated weight of plutonium is 0.46 
micrograms or about m e  half of the reputed fatal dose. 

Is it possible that in two years of exposure a fatal dose of plutonium will 
be accumulated? 

Discussion of Result 

The result is quite disturbing. Health standards are not set to prevent fatal 
consequences ! Rather the purpose is to prevent any ill effects after a life 
time of exposure. A second concern is that as time goes on the allowable 
concentrations of contaminants to prevent health effects almost always are 
reduced, sometimes radically, as more data is accumulated. Plutonium is an 
example of a contaminant that is rather new on the health arena. 
‘Standards must be set with large safety factors. 

A normal lifetime of exposure can be assumed to be 70 years. Certainly 
over that lifetime a fatal dose of plutonium should not be accumulated in 
the lungs of an exposed individual. On that basis the soil cleanup standard 
is too high by a factor of 35. In addition, due to the lack of data available 
for health effects on people living on soil contaminated with plutonium, a 
safety factor of ‘ten should be applied to reduce the lung burden of 
plutonium to a level that is well below what may be a fatal dose. On that 
basis the soil action level should 35 x 10 or 350 times lower. A possible 
soil action level might be 1429 + 350 = 4 K i / n  ( 4  picocuries per 
gram of soil). 
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FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, C O - C W S  

SUBJECT: 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR FEBRUARY 12,1998 

There Will be meeting THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 12,1998, 4:00-8:00 PM at 
Broomfield Municipal Center in the Zang's Spur Conference Room (please bring a 
brown bag supper). Please read AND BRING the draft RFP and any additions, 
deletions or corrections for deliberation at the meeting. 

Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 

Public Comments 

Panel Review of the D m  RFP 

Timeframe for Study and Relationship to Clean-up Schedule 

Public Comments 

Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 

A couple of things to note: 

e 

Transcripts of the January 29,1998 meeting will be made available at the meeting on 
the 12th.. 
The elevator will be out of service on the 12th. Signs for the stairs to the basement 
will be posted. 
Bring 35 copies of any hand-outs for the group. We may not have access to a copier 
after 5 PM. 
The doors are locked at 5: 15 PM. if you know you are going to amve late, please let 
Kathy Schnoor (438-6363) know so that arrangements can be made to let you in the 
building. 
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TO: DISTRlBUTTON 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR FEBRUARY 12,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 12,1998, 4:OO-8:OO PM at 
Broomfield Municipal Center in tp Zang’s Spur Conference Room (please bring a 
brown bag supper). Please read AND BRING the draft RFP and any adltions, 
deletions or corrections for deliberation at the meeting. 

Proposed Agenda 

/Public Comments 

/Panel Review of the DRAFT RFP 
e 

h a 0  w& 
Timeframe for Study and Relationship to Clem-up Schedule 

0 Public Comments 

e Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 

A couple of things to note: 

x 
8 

meeting will be made available at the meeting on 

the 12th. S i p s  for the stairs to the basement 
will be posted. 
Bring 35 copies of any hand-outs for the group. We may not have access to a copier 
after 3 PM. 
The doors are locked at 5 :  15 PM. If you know you are going to amve late, please let 

e 

0 

Kathy Schnoor (438-6363) know so that arrangements can be made to let you in the 
building. 
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TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMTNDER FOR FEBRUARY 12,1998 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5,1998 

Publi 

Next 

X Trar 
the ! 

e' The 
will 
Bring 35 copies or any IldllU-VuLa --r. 

after 5 PM. 

.ble at the meeting on 

iirs to the basement 

ive access to a copier 

0 The doors are locked at 5: 15 PM. If you know you are going to amve late. please le: 
Kathy Schnoor (438-6363) know so that arrangements can be made to let you in the 
building. 
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city ofBroornfie/d - 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Lisa Monel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. N o m  MOM 
Steve Gundenon 
Steve Taflton 
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Carl Spreng 
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Ray Greenberg 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Robenon . 

Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken S m  
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Karuck 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neb 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Maredies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs’ Ofc 
City of mads 
City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOURFFO 
DOE 
€PA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysicidSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLn 
RFLn 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

PHONE 
303-650-7886 

) 

303-355-5492 
303-438-6363 
303 466-5986 
303-666-6565 

30343 1-3042 

303-44 1--:005 

303 -426-1 202 
303-430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303 -692-2645 
303-692-3022 
303-692-3423 
303-966-21 15 
303-692-3358 
970-)91-6516 

301-903-7459 
303-966-2080 
3 03 -966-2025 
303-9664839 
303-3 12-6293 
303-271-5714 
303-966-6526 

303-556-8327 
303-650-4460 

303-966-9877 

303-989-9086 
303444-0049 

303-444-6981 
303441-698 1 

303-420-7855 

303-940-6090 
303-910-6090 

303-270-6699 
303-32 1-7276 

FAX 
303-650-7893 
303-13 1-3969 
3034414478 
3034414478 

303-438-6234 
303 -3 55-5530 

303-369-8554 
303-673-9U43 
303-429-5 113 
303-650-1643 

303-69 1-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0188 
303-782-4969 
303-7823969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970-491-0564 

DATE: Ftb I3 , 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel #ofpages 2 

a - w w  + -&td 
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P 
x 

A 
P 
P 

, .4 
. P  
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. E  
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P 
.A 
.A 
P 

A 
P 

P 
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30 1-903-3877 
303-966-6633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-37 10 
303-3 12-6067 
303-27 1-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303-556-5399 
303-6504403 Please call when faring 

3034444072 

303-44-6523 
303-344-6523 

303-980-9076 

303-420-7579 

303-940-6088 
303 -940-6088 
303-356-1776 (W) 
303-279-6699 Call lst/include 1-303 

(?=Panel Member. A=Alternate. E=Es-Officio) 0 
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Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
1'. 0. Rox 11 S6, Boulder, CO 80306 USA (303)443-6981 FAX (303)444-6523 0 

February 11, 1998 

Ms. Jessie Roberson, Manager 
DOE Rocky Flats 
P. 0. Box 928 I 

Golden, CO 80402-0928 

Dear Ms. Roberson: 

Since the initiation of the Actinide Migraion Investigation in he summer 
of 1996 I have repeatedly asked that any reports from the research team 
be sent to Dr. Iggy Litaor as they were produced. So far as I know, 
however, nothing has been sent to him. Accordingly, as a courtesy I sent 
him a copy of the group's "Final Report" for FY 1997 (dated 15 December 
1997). I did not ask for his comments but he nevertheless provided them 
in the form of the enclosed letter dated 11 January 1998. He asked that I 
copy the letter and pass it on to you and to other interested parties. 

LeRoy doore 

cc: Bob Card, Kaiser-Hill 
Christine Dayton, Kaiser-Hill 
Tim Rehder, EPA 
Steve Gunderson, CDPHE 
Rep. David Skaggs 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 



January 1 1 .  1998 

Dr. LeRoy Moore 
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
Box 1156. Boulder CO 80306 
USA 

Dear Dr. Moore 

The following are comments and critical review of the Final Report of Actinides Migration at 
the Rocky Flats Environmental Technolog Site. 

I The executive summary claims that reducing agents solubilized 0 1% to 5% of Pu compared 
with 20% to 40% suggested by Litaor and Ibrahim (1996). There is a basic difference in the 
experimental design between the two studies, which may have significant environmental 
implications for the site (see below). 

11. The authors of the report provided qualified conclusion that may lead the reader to the 
importance of this Pu-sesquioxides fraction by saying that some of the water quality 
exceedances observed in RFP can be explained 6y redox change in the soil system (aerobic 
anaerobic) that induced higher solubility of Pu. I am gratefbl to the members of the Actinides 
Migration Panel that they finally came to this realization especially in the light of previous 
work that promoted this view (e.g., Litaor and Ibrahim, 1996; Litaor et al. 1998; Litaor et al. 
in review). 

111. The differences in the reported Pu-sesquioxides Fraction resulted from different extraction 
techniques employed and vastly different sampling scheme. In Page 3, the report describes the 
protocol of extracting Pu in the following order: exchangeable, carbonates, sesquioxides, 
organic matter, and residual. Litaor and Ibrahim ( 1996) employed different sequence: soluble, 
exchangeable. carbonates, organic matter, sesquioxides, and residual. I suspect that the 
destruction of organic matter hclfow the dissolution of sesquioxides may released some of the 
Fe-AI-Mn-oxides and hydroxides bound together with organic matter. In the work by Litaor 
and Ibrahim (1996) this Fraction was probably dissolved by the CBD extraction resulted in 
higher percentage of Pu-sesquioxides content. The sequence described by Litaor and Ibrahim is 
more appropriate sequence to the problem at hand, especially in light of the increased Pu 
activity in colloidal and dissolved forms during the wet spring and summer of 1995. This 
increase is due to dissolution of sesquioxides, sesquioxide-Pu-organic matter humate, and even 
Pu solid phase (Litaor et al. in review). 

In Page 3, the Final Report describes the location of the soil samples. Their approximate 
locations were also sketched in Figure I and their organic carbon content was given in 
Appendix 6. The soil samples were not taken by the authors of the report but provided by a 
subcontractor. The area they described is highly disturbed due to past RFP activities. The 
topsoil of the area from which the soil samples 1 to 5 were collected was partially scraped in 
the past and does not exhibit a rnollic eppipdon like the A horizon described by Litaor and 
Ibrahim (1996). The mollic horizon exhibits organic matter that vanes between 4 % to 16 % 
unlike the highly disturbed samples described in the Final Report which exhibited organic 
matter values that ranged between 0.99% to 2.39%. The report did not provide additional 
information regarding the soil samples such as CEC. sesquioxides content, mineralogy, and 



other edaphic factors essential for a meaninghi comparison between the two studies. We 
walked the site numerous times using old and new airphotographs to delineate the disturbed 
areas before picking up our sampling sites. We have conducted a GPR survey to locate the 
sites which may provide the highest potential for Pu transport due to lateral discontinuity 
(Litaor et al., 1994; Litaor et al., 1996). The haphazard sampling protocol described in the 
Final Report is additional cause for the apparent differences between the studies. 

IV. The experimental protocol of the Distribution Coefficients (&) described in page 5 and 
results presented in Pages 13 to 16 is inappropriate. The need for & values stem from the 
required input to solve the advection-dispersion equation for transport of reactive constituents. 
It is successhlly used in groundwater contaminant problems and to a lesser degrke in vadose 
zone cases. One of the hndamental flaw in the experimental design described in the Final 
Report is the implicit assumption that the entire soil matrix is wet. thus 5 gram of sieved soil 
was submerged in 0.5 L of water. This condition never occurred in the field except during the 
flooding of 1995. There is a large body of literature that describes preferential flow conditions 
in soils of RFP. In general, only small fraction (< 10%) of the soil is wetted during 'normal' 
snowmelt and rainfall events monitored between 1992 to 1995 and the flow is largely confined 
to macropores at high velocity which facilitated the transport of particulate material (Litaor et 
al., 1996. Litaor et al., 1998, Litaor et ai., in review; Nachabe et al., 1995; Ryan et al., 1998). We 
found that under aerobic conditions up to 97% of the Pu is restricted to the hction greater than 
0.45 pm (see Litaor et al., 1998). Hence, the & experimental protocol as described by this report 
has  little merit in the real soil environment. Failure to understand this hndamental point will result in 
erroneous conclusions regarding the main goal of this report, namely 'to provide information as a 
foundation for assessing whether additional soil cleanup goals must be established. or hrther 
institutional controls that may be needed. for the protection of surface water'. 

To hrther illuminate the problems with the simplistic I& approach I ail the authors' attention to the 
following findings. During the wet spring and summer of 1995 we observed significant shift in the 
fiactionation (termed speciation by the authors) of Pu during the prolonged saturation period 
probably because of the change in redox potential. Up to 64% of the observed Pu was in colloidal 
(0.45pm > X > IOkD) or dissolved form (< I nm) (Litaor et al., in review), compared with less 
than 17% in aerobic conditions (Litaor et al., 1998). It should be emphasized that most of the 
colloidal and dissolved hction during the aerobic conditions of the monitoring period (1992 to 
1995) were around 1% to 2%. From the comment above, it is clear that the IcIs values described 
by the author will not provide the necessary information for vadose zone rnodeliug because of the 
sampling and experimental flaws as well as large spatial and temporal variations. 

In 1996, the Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE) asked me to 
provide some Kd values fiom my studies. The values were given to Dr. N. Monn of CDPHE with a 
clear reservation as far as the usehlness of this approach (Attachment I). 

V. The section describing the Pu activity in Ponds especially in C-2 has a hndamental flaw in their 
approach. The authors assume that all flow reached the settling pond. This is far fiom the truth. 
Most of the near-surface and surface flow fiom the 903 lip area is collected by the South 
Interception Ditch (SID) that diverts the flow From the contaminated slopes around the 903 Lip 
area into C-2 Pond. Large aniount of sediment is trapped in the SID that never reached the Pond. 
Hence, the computation of the Pu flux on the basis of cumulative deposition over time is a goss 
underestimation of the amount of Pu that has been reniobilized by vadose-zone flow and surface 
flow over the years. During the flooding incident on May 17, 1995 we observed numerous areas of 

0 



seepage on the downhill side of the StD. This observation suBests that some Pu may bypass the 
S D  on its way to Woman Creek and subsequently offsite! Moreover. during the wet summer of 
1995, we observed that the intensity of subsurface flow decreased downslope. We believe that 
much of the flow did not even reach the SID but have ceased somewhere downhill above the SID. 
The existence of hot spots along the contipous slope fiom the 903 Lip area towards the SID, 
strongly supports this assertion (Litaor unpublished document). Hence, the proposed computational 
approach does not provide the information regarding the potential of Pu remobiliaion during 
normal and/or extreme events. 

e 
0 

VI. The authors suggested that ‘mechanical erosion’ is the dominant process in transporting Pu 
downhill. I was thrilled to see that some members of the Actinides Migration Panel have finally 
came to the realization that the physical processes and not the geochernical ones govern the PU 
transport downslope via near-surface and to a lesser extent surface flow. However, it points to an 
internal flaw in their argument for hrther geochemical work. In any event, our original conceptual 
desig was based around the physical processes concept, hence we tried in our studies to quanti@ 
the processes such as vadose zone flow (Litaor et al., 1996; Litaor et al.. 1998); surface flow (Zika, 
1996); evapotranspiration (Daniels. 1996); snowmelt processes (Moffitt, 1.996); colloidal transport 
(Ryan et al., 1998); water velocity and macropores (Nachabe et ai.. 1995). - 

VII. In general, the report is riddled with citing inaccuracies. For example. in Page 9, the authors 
claim that Litaor and lbrahim ( 1996) tookjjw soil cores from an area NW of SWSI. 15 fact, Litaor 
and lbrahim (1996) took five soil samples by Jiugnostic horizom from five open pits NW of SW53. 
In page 10, the authors mentioned M a q  et al ( 1996). In fict, it is Marty et al(l997). There are 
other several errors of that kind. The authors should be more w e M  in citing other people work. 

VIII. The work by Marty et al. (1997) has added nothing new to the problems involved with the 
operationally defined sequential experiment. In any event, a detailed reply was submitted to the 
Journal of Environmental Quality (Litaor, 1997) (Attachment 11). 

MX. Pase 17. The desorption kinetics results support my assertion that & values have little 
usefulness in predicting the fate and transport of Pu in the vadose zone of RFP. On the basis of the 
1995 wet spring and summer we have presented our conceptual flow model and remediation 
approach that was based on five years of studies by numerous researchers. Our approach was 
ignored and we never received the opportunity to write it up in a report form. I wish we could get 
the chance to finish that document and present our ideas and thinking to the resdatory asencies as 
well as DOE. 

If you have more questions and comments regarding this comment please do not hesitate to write. 

Since,& yours, 

M. I 
AssoZiate Professor 
Department of Biotechnolog and Environmental Sciences 
Tel-Hai College 
Upper Galilee, 122 10 
Israel 
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Appendix I. 

Table 1.  Pu So tion Coefftcients (ml/g) 
-1 

0 - 20 3.1 1E+O5 
20 - 40 3.18E+04 
20 - 40 2.81E+04 
20 - 40 5.97E+04 
40 - 70 2560 

f Kd is sorption coefficient for filterable (dissolved) Pu 

(mug) 

I 0-20 I 1.41E+O5 I 
I 20 - 40 I 3.77E+04 I 
I 20-40 I 7.53E+04 I 
I 20 - 40 I 1.88E+O4 I 
I 40 - 70 I I.20E+04 I 

fi Kd is sorption coefficient for filterable (dissolved) Am 
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Appendix 11. 

Reply to a comment: Plutonium Association with Selected Phases in Soils of Rocky Flats. 
Colorado Using sequential Extraction Techniques. JEQ. 25: 1 144- I 152. 

Dear Editor: 

Marty et al. (1997) suggested that we failed to incorporate earlier relevant research into 
our experimental design, discussion and conclusions. The relevant literature they cited in their 
comment are mostly old text books, some of which are considered classic but have no 
relevancy to the problem at hand. The other 'research' document they cited is an internal 
report (US Department of Energ, 1994) that wasnot peer-reviewedand was never published 
in the open literature. In fact, we made a special effort to incorporate in our discussion most if 
not all the peer-reviewed papers that sequentially extracted Pu from soils. 

implied as if we elected to ignore it. The truth is, that we actively sought after their comments 
but they failed to provide it in a timely manner. Some of the bureaucrats in RFP made a feeble 
attempt to prevent the publication of this work on the ground of 'bad news' for the site. A 
strong protest with DOE reversed that decision. More than a year after we submitted our 
manuscript for review, followed by repeated requests for comments, we received a response. 
but the paper has been already accepted and the gullies were checked and approved. Further 
changes in the paper were deemed unwarranted. 

The soil samples described in the internal report (US Department of Energy, 1994) are. 
hardly soil samples indeed. These samples were come  sandy fil l  material that was spread over 
the most contaminated uncapped soils (see Litaor et al., 1994 for detail characterization of pits 
and samples taken From that site). This sandy material exhibits little organic matter, sandy ' 
texture, and weak grainy structure. Hence, it is not surprising that the citrate-dithionite 
solution removed most of the Pu associated with this material. In the context; of the stated 
objectives of our paper, a direct comparison between the results of these 'soil' samples that are 
crudely tabulated in an internal document and the soii samples taken from the well developed 
Mollic epipedon is difficult and was deemed unnecessary. 

citrate coupled with sodium dithionite or hydrogen peroxide on rrirfrrafd contaminated soils 
(US Department of Energy, 1994). provided similar results to our sequential stripping of Pu 
from organic carbon -and sesquioxides. Hence, they argued that this similarity invalidated our 
experimental approach and they concluded that Pu is not bound to either phase: It seems that 
Many et al. did not understand the objectives-of our study nor they understand the logic of 
sequential extraction experiment as outlined by Tessier et al ( 1979) and successhlly adopted 
for the partitioning of Pu and other metals by many workers. The use of strong chelatiny agent 
such as sodium citrate coupled with sodium dithionite will release Pu from Fe- and AI- oxides 
and hydroxides as well as organic matter. This is the reason for the order in the sequential 
extraction experiment where the Pu bound to the organic carbon was extracted before the 
dissolution of sesquioxides. The use of CBD to dissolve Fe and AI in various organic and non- 
organic constituents was outlined and discussed by Jackson et al. ( 1986). 

The purpose of our study was to quanti@ these chemical phases that control Pu 
immobility in the soil. Marty et ai. accepted the premise that Pu in the soil of RFP resides in 
poorly defined discrete particles as was shown by McDowell and Whicker (1976) They forgot 
to mention that those discrete particles contained up to 40% by weight Pu in a non-crystalline 
or organic substrate (McDowell and Whicker, 1976). If  this poorly defined substrate is being 

Many et al. ( 1997) stated that an earlier draft of these comments was yiven to us and 

Marty et al. stated that the extraction experiments conducted at RFP using sodium 
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destroyed by changing the redox potential. Pu will be released to the soil solution primarily in a 
colloidal form-(Litaor et al.. 1997; Litaor et al.. unpublished). During the wet spring and 
summer of 1995 elevated groundwater changed the redox potential and maintained low 
dissolved oxygen in the soil (< 2 mg L-') coupled with-strong HZS odor for more than 100- 
days. This natural but somewhat unexpected change in the hydro-geochemistry of the generally, 
oxic soils released Pu to the soil solution by dissolving Fe-oxides and hydroxides irrespective 
to the Pu valence state, which in the soils of RFP is mostly Pu(1V). 

Marty et al. also argued that Pu3* is an important exchangeable cation and cited some 
old but classic literature which did not consider radionuclides at all. The soils described in 
Litaor and Ibrahim (1996) exhibited soluble CaCOz (up to 120 g kg"), and moderate level o f '  
CEC (i9 - 30 cmol kg-I) which mainly consisted of exchangeable Ca and Mg with trace 
amounts of Na and K. It is highly unlikely that Pu'-. if exists at all in these soils, will compete 
successhlly with the major ions as was clearly demonstrated by the sequential extraction 
experiment.' Moreover, the bulk amount of Pu in soil solutions collected in-situ was found in 
particulate and colloidal forms. with less than I %  in 'dissolved' (< 1 nm) form (Litaor et al.. 
1997).. The transient but profound change in redox potential during the spring and summer of 
1995,increased. the dissolved fraction up to 10% (Litaor et al., unpublished), but its speciation 
an& oxidation state are 'unknown. 

the rosy picture depicted to the public by the Department of Energy and the company who 
currently manages Rocky Flats. Once they heard the results they promptly terminated our 
program! It seemsthat we successhlly opened a Pandora Box called Pu in the soil 

on this genie. 

Rcfercnccs 
Jackson. M.L. C.H. Lini. and L.W. Zelazny. I Y86. Osidcs. hydrosidcs. and aluniinosilicatcs. 

. .  
The unexpected results of increased Pu mobility in the soils of RFP did not fit well with 

._ environment .of,Rocky Flats, Colorado. It, was easy to open but impossible to put the lid back 

. .  
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Group Agreements 

=, Panel members and ex-officio members participate in general 
discussions. 

Alternates,. agency members, and public may be invited to speak by panel . 
or ex-officio members. 

3 The public will be given an opportunity to speak for a fixed period of time 
before the panel makes decisions. 

* Put your name tag upright when wanting to be recognized to speak. 

* Speak only when called on by the facilitator. 

* Focus on topics on the agenda. (Don’t bring up other issues, “old grudges.”) 
* 

* Avoid side conversations. 

* If you’re wanting to speak on an issue and don’t want to wait in line, raise 
hand. 

* Beon time. 

* Start and end meetings on time. 

* Show respect by: 
- no put-downs 
- no personal attacks 

* No interruptions. 

* Minutes will be approved at the beginning of the meeting. 

Decision-Makinq 

I. This group is committed to consensus. 

2. If there is a deadline and a decision must be reached and for whatever 
reason, the group is unable to reach consensus in time for that deadline, a 
vote will be taken. A 2/3 majority is needed to pass a vote. 

1 



3. If a vote is taken and an issue is not passed by a 2/3 majority, yet another 
decision has not been reached, and the deadline is still an issue, at the end 
of the meeting, the issue will be revisited briefly for discussion, followed by a 
vote in which a simple majority can pass an issue. 

4. In general, once a decision is made, it will not be revisited. If new 
information arises or a member feels a strong need to revisit a decision, the 
group will decide if it will revisit the decision at that time. 

5. A record will be kept indicating whether decisions were made by consensus, 
a 2/3 majority vote, or a simple majority vote. The group will decide on a 
case by case basis whether or not to indicate in reports whether the decision 
was made by majority vote or consensus. Also, if a decision was not made 
by consensus, the group will decide on a case by case basis whether to 
discuss reasons for positions of majority and minority in the reports. 

6. ' Ex-officio members are included in discussions but not in decision-making. 

2 



February 12,1998 a 
TO: Ms. Jessie Roberson 

DOE RFFO 

FROM: Steering Committee 
Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel 

In September DOE agreed to an independent review of the Radionuclide Soil Action 
Levels (RSALs) for Rocky Flats. Over the succeeding months an ad hoc group met on a 
regular basis with agency people to create the mechanism for this review. We convened 
and facilitated our own meetings throughout this period and carried through on the 
process of establishmg the Rocky Flats RSALs Oversight Panel. Tonight this group holds 
its second meeting. The principal item on tonight's agenda is to finish drahng the FWP 
which will spell out the scope of work for the independent investigation of the RSALs. 

It is impossible for us to do the task at hand without incurring expenses, such as the 
expense of paying a professional facilitator to run our meetings. Though DOE has agreed 
to fund this project, we have so far been unable to get funds for even our basic 
operations. For tonight's meeting we have contracted a facilitator who has agreed to 
provide this service with the understanding that she will be paid as soon as we receive 
funding. We are embarrassed for ourselves and for DOE that we had to make th s  
request of her. Accordingly, we therefore ask that a s u m  of $5,000 be advanced for use 
by the Oversight Panel immediately, so that we can function in the professional manner 
that befits the importance of our work. The h d s  should be advanced to the Colorado 
Department of Public and Environment who has agreed to administer the contract 
funding for this project. 

We would appreciate a response to this request within a week, that is, by Thursday, 
February 19, 1998. Please contact either Hank Stovall(466-5986) or Mary Harlow (430- 
4200 X 2 174), Oversight Panel Co-Chairs. 

Thank you, 

cc: Joe Legare, DOE RFFO 
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January I I .  1998 

Dr. LeRoy Moore 
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
Box 1156. Boulder CO 80306 
USA 

a 

Dear Dr. Moore 

The following are comments and critical review of the Final Report of Actinides Migration at 
the Rocky Flats Environmental Technolog Site. 

I. The executive summary claims that reducing agents solubilized 0.1% to 5% of Pu compared 
with 20% to 40% suggested by Litaor and Ibrahim ( I  996). There is a basic difference in the 
experimental design between the two studies, which may have significant environmental 
implications for the site (see below). 

11. The authors of the report provided qualified conclusion that may lead the reader to the 
importance of this Pu-sesquioxides Fraction by saying that some of the water quality 
exceedances observed in RFP can be explained by redox change in the soil system (aerobic 3 
anaerobic) that induced higher solubility of Pu. I am gratehl to the members of the Actinides 
Migration Panel that they finally came to this realization especially in the light of previous 
work that promoted this view (e.g.. Litaor and Ibrahim, 1996; Litaor et ai. 1998; Litaor et ai. 
in review). 

111. The differences in the reported Pu-sesquioxides Fraction resulted from different extraction 
techniques employed and vastly different sampling scheme. In Page 3, the report describes the 
protocol of extracting Pu in the following order: exchangeable, carbonates, sesquioxides, 
organic matter, and residual. Litaor and Ibrahim ( 1996) employed difierent sequence: soluble, 
exchangeable, carbonates, organic matter, sesquioxides, and residual. I suspect that the 
destruction of organic matter hefire the dissolution of sesquioxides may released some of the 
Fe-Al-Mn-oxides and hydroxides bound together with organic matter. In the work by Litaor 
and Ibrahim (1996) this Fraction was probably dissolved by the CBD extraction resulted in 
higher percentage of Pu-sesquioxides content. The sequence described by Litaor and Ibrahim is 
more appropriate sequence to the problem at hand, especially in light of the increased Pu 
activity in colloidal and dissolved forms during the wet spring and summer of 1995 This 
increase is due to dissolution of sesquioxides, sesquioxide-Pu-organic matter humate, and even 
Pu solid phase (Litaor et al. in review). 

In Page 3. the Final Report describes the location of the soil samples. Their approximate 
locations were also sketched in Figure i and their organic carbon content was given in 
Appendix 6. The soil samples were not taken by the authors of the report but provided by a 
subcontractor. The area they described is highly disturbed due to past RFP activities. The 
topsoil of the area from which the soil samples 1 to 5 were collected was partially scraped in 
the past and does not exhibit a mollic eppipdon like the A horizon described by Litaor and 
Ibrahim (1 996). The mollic horizon exhibits organic matter that varies between 4 YO to 16 % 
unlike the highly disturbed samples described in the Final Report which exhibited organic 
matter values that ranged between 0.99% to 2.39%. The report did not provide additional 
information regarding the soil samples such as CEC, sesquioxides content, mineralosy, and 
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other edaphic factors essential for a meaninghl comparison between the two studies. We 
walked the site numerous times using old and new airphotographs to delineate the disturbed 
areas before picking up our sampling sites. We have conducted a GPR survey to locate the 
sites which may provide the highest potential for Pu transport due to lateral discontinuity 
(Litaor et al., 1994; Litaor et al.. 1996). The haphazard sampling protocol described in the 
Final Report is additional cause for the apparent differences between the studies. 

IV. The experimental protocol of the Distribution Coefficients (b) described in pase 5 and 
results presented in Pages 13 to 16 is inappropriate. The need for & values stem from the 
required input to solve the advection-dispersion equation for transport of reactive constituents. 
It is successhlly used in groundwater contaminant problems and to a lesser degr6e in vadose 
zone cases. One of the fimdamental flaw in the experimental design described in the Final 
Report is the implicit assumption that the entire soil matrix is wet, thus 5 gram of sieved soil 
was submerged in 0.5 L of water. This condition never occurred in the field except during the 
flooding of 1995. There is a large body of literature that describes preferential flow conditions 
in soils of RFP. In general. only small fraction (< 10%) of the soil is wetted during 'normal' 
snowmelt and rainfall events monitored between 1992 to 1995 and the flow is larsely confined 
to macropores at high velocity which facilitated the transport of particulate material (Litaor et 
al.. 1996, Litaor et al., 1998. Litaor et ai., in review; Nachabe et al.. 1995; Ryan et al., 1998). We 
found that under aerobic conditions up to 97% of the Pu is restricted to the fiaction greater than 
0.45 iim (see Litaor et al., 1998). Hence, the & experimental protocol as described by this report 
has little merit in the real soil environment. Failure to understand this fundamental point will result in 
erroneous conclusions regarding the main goal of this report, namely 'to provide information as a 
foundation for assessing whether additional soil cleanup goals must be established. or hrther 
institutional controls that may be needed, for the protection of surface water'. 

To hrther illuminate the problems with the simplistic Kd approach I call the authors' attention to the 
following findings. During the wet spring and summer of 1995 we obsewed significant shift in the 
tiactionation (termed speciation by the authors) of Pu during the prolonged saturation period 
probably because of the change in redox potential. Up to 64% of the observed Pu was in colloidal 
(0.45pm > X > IOkD) or dissolved form (< 1 nm) (Litaor et al., in review), compared with less 
than 17% in aerobic conditions (Litaor et al.. 1998). It should be emphasi i  that most of the 
colloidal and dissolved fiaction during the aerobic conditions of the monitoring period (I992 to 
1995) were around 1% to 2%. From the comment above, it is clear that the I(Js values described 
by the author will not provide the necessary information for vadose zone modeliog because of the 
sampling and experimental flaws as well as large spatial and temporal variations. 

In 1996, the Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE) asked me to 
provide some Kd values from my studies. The values were given to Dr. N. Morin of CDPI-E with a 
clear reservation as far as the usehlness of this approach (Attachment I). 

V. The section describing the Pu activity in Ponds especially in C-2 has a fbndamental flaw in their 
approach. The authors assume that all flow reached the settlins pond. This is far from the truth. 
Most of the near-surface and surface flow from the 903 lip area is collected by the South 
Interception Ditch (SID) that diverts the flow tiom the contaminated slopes around the 903 Lip 
area into C-2 Pond. Large amount of sediment is trapped in the SID that never reached the Pond. 
Hence, the computation of the Pu flux on the basis of cumulative deposition over time is a yross 
underestimation of the amount of Pu that has been remobilized by vadose-zone flow and surface 
flow over the years. During the flooding incident on May 17, 1995 we observed numerous areas of 
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seepage on the downhill side of the SD. This observation suggests that some Pu may bypass the 
SID on its way to Woman Creek and subsequently offsite! Moreover, during the wet summer of 
1995. we observed that the intensity of subsurface flow decreased downslope. We believe that 
much of the flow did not even reach the SLD but have ceased somewhere downhill above the SEI. 
The existence of hot spots along the contiguous slope from the 903 Lip area towards the SID. 
strongly supports this assertion (Litaor unpublished document). Hence, the proposed computational 
approach does not provide the information regarding the potential of Pu remobilktion during 
normal andor extreme events. 

.- 
VI. The authors suggested that ‘mechanical erosion’ is the dominant process in transporting PU 
downhill. I was thrilled to see that some members of the Actinides Mgation Panel have finally 
came to the r d i t i o n  that the physical processes and not the geochemical ones govern the Pu 
transport downslope via near-surface and to a lesser extent surface flow. However, it points to an 
internal flaw in their argument for hrther geochemical work. In any event, our original conceptual 
design was based around the physical processes concept, hence we tried in our studies to quanti5 
the processes such as vadose zone flow (Litaor et al., 1996; Litaor et al., 1998); surface flow (Zika, 
1996); evapotranspiration (Daniels, 1996); snowmelt processes (Moffitt. 1.996); colloidal transport 
(Ryan et al.. 1998); water velocity $d macropores (Nachabe et al., 1995). - 

VII. In general, the report is riddled with citing inaccuracies. For example, in Page 9, the authors 
claim that Litaor and Ibrahim ( 1996) tookfive soil cores 6om an area NW of SW51. In fact, Litaor 
and lbrahim (1 996) took five soil samples by diagnostic horizois 6om five open pits NW of SW53. 
In page 10, the authors mentioned Marty et ai ( 1996). In hct, it is Marty et al(1997). There are 
other several errors of that kind. The authors should be more carefil in citing other people work. 

VIII. The work by Marty et al. (1997) has added nothing new to the problems involved with the 
operationally defined sequential experiment. In any event, a detailed reply was submitted to the 
Journal of Environmental Quality (Litaor. 1997) (Attachment 11). 

MX. Page 17. The desorption kinetics results support my assertion that Kd values have little 
usehlness in predicting the fate and transport of Pu in the vadose zone of RFP. On the basis of the 
I995 wet spring and summer we have presented our conceptual flow model and remediation 
approach that was based on five years of studies by numerous researchers. Our approach was 
ignored and we never received the opportunity to write it up in a report form. I wish we could get 
the chance to finish that document and present our ideas and thinking to the regulatory agencies as 
well as DOE. 

If you have more questions and comments regarding this comment please do not hesitate to write. 

M. I 
Asso8ate Professor 
Depmment of Biotechnology and Environmental Sciences 
Tel-Hai College 
Upper Galilee, 122 IO 
Israel 
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Appendix 11. 

Reply to a comment: Plutonium Association with Selected Phases in Soils of Rocky Flats. 
Colorado Using sequential Extraction Techniques. JEQ, 25: 1 144- 1 152. 

Dear Editor: 

Marty et al. (1997) suggested that we failed to incorporate earlier relevant research into 
our experimental design, discussion and conclusions. The relevant literature they cited in their 
comment are mostly old text books, some of which are considered classic but have no 
relevancy to the problem at hand. The other 'research' document they cited is an internal 
report (US Department of Energy, 1994) that wasnot peer-reviewed and was never published 
in the open literature. In fact, we made a special effort to incorporate in our discussion most if 
not all the peer-reviewed papers that sequentially extracted Pu from soils. 

implied as if we elected to ignore it. The truth is. that we actively sought after their comments 
but they failed to provide it in a timely manner. Some of the bureaucrats in RFP made a feeble 
attempt to prevent the publication of this work on the ground of 'bad news' for the site. A 
strong protest with DOE reversed that decision. More than a year after we submitted o h  
manuscript for review, followed by repeated requests for comments, we received a response, 
but the paper has been already accepted and the gdlies were checked and approved. Further 
changes in the paper were deemed unwarranted. 

The soil samples described in the internal report (US Department of Energy, 1994) are. 
hardly soil samples indeed. These samples were coarse sandy fil l  material that was spread over 
the most contaminated uncapped soils (see Litaor et al., 1994 for detail characterization of pits 
and samples taken fiom that site). This sandy material exhibits little organic matter, sandy ' 
texture, and weak grainy structure. Hence, it is not surprising that the citrate-dithionite 
solution removed most of the Pu associated with this material. In the context; of the stated 
objectives of our paper, a direct compa'iison between the results of these 'soil' samples that are 
crudely tabulated in an internal document and the soil samples taken fiom the well developed 
Mollic epipedon is difficult and was deemed unnecessary. 

citrate coupled with sodium dithionite or hydrogen peroxide on rrrifreafd contaminated soils 
(US Department of Energy, 1994). provided similar results to our sequential stripping of Pu 
from organic carbon and  sesquioxides. Hence, they aryed that this similarity invalidated our 
experimental approach and they concluded that Pu is not bound to either phase: It seems that 
Marty et al. did not understand the objectives.of our study nor they understand the logic of 
sequential extraction experiment as outlined by Tessier et al (1979) and successfidly adopted 
for the partitioning of Pu and other rnetals.by many workers. The use of strong chelating agent 
such as sodium citrate coupled with sodium dithionite will release Pu from Fe- and AI- oxides 
and hydroxides as well as organic matter. This is the reason for the order in the sequential 
extraction experiment where the Pu bound to the orpnic carbon was extracted before the 
dissolution of sesquioxides. The use of CBD to dissolve Fe and AI in various organic and non- 
organic constituents was outlined and discussed by Jackson et al. ( 1986). 

The purpose of our study was to quantify these chemical phases that control Pu 
immobility in the soil. Many et al. accepted the premise that Pu in the soil of RFP resides in 
poorly defined discrete particles as was shown by McDowell and Whicker ( I  976). They forgot 
to mention that those discrete particles contained up to 40% by weight Pu in a non-crystalline 
or organic substrate (McDowell and Whicker, 1976). If this poorly defined substrate is being 

Marty et al. (1997) stated that an earlier draft of these comments was given to us and 

Marty et al. stated that the extraction experiments conducted at RFP using sodium 
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destroyed by changing the redox potential. Pu will be released to the soil solution primarily in a 
colloidal form (Litaor et al.. 1997; Litaor et al.. unpublished). Duriny the wet spring and 
summer of 1995 elevated groundwater changed theredox potential and maintained low 
dissolved oxygen in the soil (< 2 mg L-') coupled with strong HZS odor for more than 100 
days. This natural but somewhat unexpected chanse in the hydro-seochemistiy of the generally 
oxic soils released Pu to the soil solution by dissolving Fe-oxides and hydroxides irrespective 
to the Pu valence state, which in the soils of RFP is mostly Pu(1V). 

Marty et al. also argued that Puz* is an important exchangeable cation and cited some 
old but classic literature which did not consider radionuclides at all. The soils described in 
Litaor and Ibrahim (1996) exhibited soluble CaCOz (up to 120 g kg"), and moderate level of 
CEC (i9 - 30 cmol kg") which mainly consisted of exchangeable Ca and Mg with trace 
amounts of Na and K. It is highly unlikely that Pu.", if exists at all in these soils, will compete 
successhlly with the major ions as was clearly demonstrated by the sequential extraction 
experiment. Moreover, the bulk amount of Pu in soil solutions collected in-situ was found in 
particulate and colloidal forms, with less than 1% in 'dissolved' (< 1 nm) form (Litaor et al.. 
1997). The transient but profound change in redox potential during the spring and summer of 
1995 increased the dissolved fraction up to 10% (Litaor et al., unpublished), but its speciation 
and oxidation state are unknown. 

the rosy picture depicted to the public by the Department of Energy and the company who 
currently manages Rocky Flats. Once they heard the results they promptly terminated our 
program! It seems that we successhlly opened a Pandora Box called Pu in the soil 
environment of Rocky Flats, Colorado. It was easy to open but impossible to put the lid back 
on this genie. 

The unexpected results of increased Pu mobility in the soils of RFP did not fit well with 
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~ Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
1’. 0. I~OX 1 1  56, Roulder, CO 80.306 USA (303)444-6981 FAX (303)444-6523 e 

February 11, 1998 

Ms. Jessie Roberson, Manager 
DOE Rocky Flats 
P. 0. Box 928 * 
Golden, CO 80402-0928 

Dear Ms. Roberson: 

Since the initiation of the Actinide Migration Investigation in the summer 
of 1996 I have repeatedly asked that any reports from the research team 
be sent to Dr. Iggy Litaor as they were produced. So far  as I know, 
however, nothing has been sent to him. Accordingly, as a courtesy I sent 
him a copy of the group’s “Final Report” for FY 1997 (dated 15 December 
1997). I did not ask for his comments but he nevertheless provided them 
in the form of the enclosed letter dated 11 January 1998. He asked that I 
copy the letter and pass it on to you and to other interested parties. 

LeRoy hh!oore 

cc: Bob Card, Kaiser-Hill 
Christine Dayton, Kaiser-Hill 
Tim Rehder, EPA 
Steve Gunderson, CDPHE 
Rep. David Skaggs 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
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Dear Dr. Moore 

The following are comments and critical review of the Final Report of Actinides Migration at 
the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 

I. The executive summary claims that reducing agents solubilized 0 1% to 5% of Pu compared 
with 20% to 40% suggested by Litaor and Ibrahim (1996) There is a basic difference in the 
experimental design between the two studies, which may have significant environmental 
implications for the site (see below). 

11. The authors of the report provided qualified conclusion that may lead the reader to the 
importance of this Pu-sesquioxides fraction by saying that some of the water quality 
exceedances observed in RFP can be explained by redox change in the soil system (aerobic 3 

anaerobic) that induced higher solubility of Pu. I am gratefbl to the members of the Actinides 
Migration Panel that they finally came to this realization especially in the light of previous 
work that promoted this view (e.g., Litaor and Ibrahim, 1996; Litaor et al. 1998; Litaor et ai. 
in review). 

111. The differences in the reported Pu-sesquioxides Fraction resulted from different extraction 
techniques employed and vastly different sampling scheme. In Page 3. the report describes the 
protocol of extracting Pu in the following order: exchangeable, carbonates, sesquioxides, 
organic matter, and residual. Litaor and Ibrahim ( 1996) employed diflerent sequence: soluble, 
exchangeable, carbonates, organic matter, sesquioxides, and residual. I suspect that the 
destruction of organic matter h e j m  the dissolution of sesquioxides may released some of the 
Fe-AI-Mn-oxides and hydroxides bound together with organic matter. In the work by Litaor 
and Ibrahim (1996) this fraction was probably dissolved by the CBD extraction resulted in 
higher percentage of Pu-sesquioxides content. The sequence described by Litaor and Ibrahim is 
more appropriate sequence to the problem at hand, especially in light of the increased Pu 
activity in colloidal and dissolved forms during the wet spring and summer of 1995. This 
increase is due to dissolution of sesquioxides, sesquioxide-Pu-organic matter humate, and even 
Pu solid phase (Litaor et ai. in review). 

In Page 3, the Final Report describes the location of the soil samples. Their approximate 
locations were also sketched in Figure 1 and their organic carbon content was given in 
Appendix 6. The soil samples were not taken by the authors of the report but provided by a 
subcontractor. The area they described is highly disturbed due to past RFP activities. The 
topsoil of the area from which the soil samples 1 to S were collected was partially scraped in 
the past and does not exhibit a mollic eppipdon like the A horizon described by Litaor and 
Ibrahim (1996). The mollic horizon exhibits organic matter that varies between 4 % to 16 % 
unlike the highly disturbed samples described in the Final Report which exhibited organic 
matter values that ranged between 0.99% to 2.39%. The report did not provide additional 
information regarding the soil samples such as CEC, sesquioxides content, mineralogy, and 
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other edaphic factors essential for a meaninghi comparison between the two studies. We 
walked the site numerous times using old and new airphotographs to delineate the disturbed 
areas before picking up our sampling sites. We have conducted a GPR survey to locate the 
sites which may provide the highest potential for Pu transport due to lateral discontinuity 
(Litaor et al., 1994; Litaor et ai., 1996). The haphazard sampling protocol described in the 
Final Report is additional cause for the apparent differences between the studies. 

IV. The experimental protocol of the Distribution Coefficients (&) described in page 5 and 
results presented in Pages 13 to 16 is inappropriate. The need for & values stem fiom the 
required input to solve the advection-dispersion equation for transport of reactive constituents. 
It is successfidly used in groundwater contaminant problems and to a lesser degrke in vadose 
zone cases. One of the hndamental flaw in the experimental design described in the Final 
Report is the implicit assumption that the entire soil matrix is wet, thus 5 gram of sieved soil 
was submerged in 0.5 L of water. This condition never occurred in the field except during the 
flooding of 199s. There is a large body of literature that describes preferential flow conditions 
in soils of RFP. In general, only small fraction (< 10%) of the soil is wetted during ‘normal’ 
snowmelt and rainfall events monitored between 1992 to 1995 and the flow is largely confined 
to macropores at high velocity which facilitated the transport of particulate material (Litaor et 
al., 1996, Litaor et ai., 1998, Litaor et al., in review; Nachabe et ai., 1995; Ryan et al.. 1998). We 
found that under aerobic conditions up to 97% of the Pu is restricted to the hction greater than 
0.45 ym (see Litaor et al., 1998). Hence, the & experimental protocol as described by this report 
has little merit in the real soil environment. Failure to understand this hndamental point will result in 
erroneous conclusions regarding the main goal of this report, namely ‘to provide information as a 
foundation for assessing whether additional soil cleanup goals must be established, or hrther 
institutional controls that may be needed, for the protection of surface water’. 

To hrther illuminate the problems with the simplistic & approach I call the authors’ attention to the 
following findings. During the wet spring and summer of 1995 we observed significant shift in the 
fractionation (termed speciation by the authors) of h during the prolonged saturation period 
probably because of the change in redox potential. Up to 64% of the observed Pu was in colloidal 
(0.45pm > X > IOkD) or dissolved form (< 1 nm) (Litaor et al., in review), compared with less 
than 17% in aerobic conditions (Litaor et al., 1998). It should be emphasized that most ofthe 
colloidal and dissolved fraction during the aerobic conditions of the monitoring period (1992 to 
1995) were around 1% to 2%. From the comment above, it is clear that the &s values described 
by the author will not provide the necessary information for vadose zone modeling because of the 
sampling and experimental flaws as well as large spatial and temporal variations. 

In 1996, the Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE) asked me to 
provide some Kd values from my studies. The values were given to Dr. N. Morin of CDPE-IE with a 
clear reservation as far as the usehlness of this approach (Attachment I). 

V. The section describing the Pu activity in Ponds especially in C-2 has a hndamental flaw in their 
approach. The authors assume that all flow reached the settling pond. This is far from the truth. 
Most of the near-surface and surface flow from the 903 lip area is collected by the South 
Interception Ditch (SID) that diverts the flow from the contaminated slopes around the 903 Lip 
area into C-2 Pond. Large amount of sediment is trapped in the SID that never reached the Pond. 
Hence, the computation of the Pu flux on the basis of cumulative deposition over time is a gross 
underestimation of the amount of Pu that has been remobilized by vadose-zone flow and surface 
flow over the years. During the flooding incident on May 17, 1995 we observed numerous areas of 



seepage on the downhill side of the SD. This observation sugests that some Pu may bypass the 
SID on its way to Woman Creek and subsequently offsite! Moreover. during the wet summer of 
1995, we observed that the intensity of subsurface flow decreased downslope. We believe that 
much of the flow did not even reach the StD but have ceased somewhere downhill above the SID. 
The existence of hot spots along the contiguous slope tiom the 903 Lip area towards the SID, 
strongly supports this assertion (Litaor unpublished document). Hence, the proposed computational 
approach does not provide the information regarding the potential of Pu remobiliztion during 
normal and/or extreme events. 

VI. The authors sugested that ‘mechanical erosion’ is the dominant process in transporting Pu 
downhill. I was thrilled to see that some members of the Actinides Migration Panel have finally 
came to the realization that the physical processes and not the geochemical ones govern the Pu 
transport downslope via near-surface and to a lesser extent surface flow. However, it points to an 
internal flaw in their argument for hrther geochemical work. In any event, our original conceptual 
design was based around the physical processes concept, hence we tried in our studies to quantiQ 
the processes such as vadose zone flow (Litaor et al., 1996; Litaor et al.. 1998); surface flow (Zika, 
1996); evapotranspiration (Daniels, 1996); snowmelt processes (Moffitt, 1996); colloidal transport 
(Ryan et al., 1998); water velocity and macropores (’Nachabe et al., 1995). 

VII. In general, the report is riddled with citing inaccuracies. For example, in Page 9, the authors 
claim that Litaor and Ibrahim (1996) tookfive soil cores f?om an area NW of SWSI .  In fact, Litaor 
and Ibrahim (1 996) took five soil samples by diagnostic horizons f?om five open pits NW of SW53. 
In page 10, the authors mentioned Marty et al(1996). In fict, it is Marty et al(l997). There are 
other several errors of that kind. The authors should be more careful in citing other people work. 

VIII. The work by Marty et al. (1997) has added nothing new to the problems involved with the 
operationally defined sequential experiment. In any event, a detailed reply was submitted to the 
Journal of Environmental Quality (Litaor, 1997) (Attachment 11). 

XIX. Page 17. The desorption kinetics results support my assertion that ICI values have little 
usefulness in predicting the fate and transport of Pu in the vadose zone of RFP. On the basis of the 
1995 wet spring and summer we have presented our conceptual flow model and remediation . 
approach that was based on five years of studies by numerous researchers. Our approach was 
ignored and we never received the opportunity to write it up in a report form. I wish we could get 
the chance to finish that document and present our ideas and thinking to the regulatory agencies as 
well as DOE. 

If you have more questions and comments regarding this comment please do not hesitate to write. 

Sinc 

M. I 
Assoaate Professor 
Department of Biotechnology and Environmental Sciences 
Tel-Hai College 
Upper Galilee, 122 IO 
Israel 
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Appendix 11. 

Reply to a comment: Plutonium Association with Selected Phases in Soils of Rocky Flats, 
Colorado Using sequential Extraction Techniques. JEQ, 25: 1 144- 1 152. 

Dear Editor: 

Marty et ai. ( 1997) suggested that we failed to incorporate earlier relevant research into 
our experimental design, discussion and conclusions. The relevant literature they cited in their 
comment are mostly old text books, some of which are considered classic but have no 
relevancy to the problem at hand. The other 'research' document they cited is an internal 
report (US Department of Energy, 1994) that wasnot peer-reviewed and was never published 
in the open literature. In fact, we made a special effort to incorporate in our discussion most if 
not all the peer-reviewed papers that sequentially extracted Pu from soils. 

implied as if we elected to ignore it. The truth is, that we actively sought after their comments 
but they failed to provide it in a timely manner. Some of the bureaucrats in RFP made a feeble 
attempt to prevent the publication of this work on the ground of 'bad news' for the site. A 
strong protest with DOE reversed that decision. More than a year after we submitted our 
manuscript for review, followed by repeated requests for comments, we received a response, 
but the paper has been already accepted and the gullies were checked and approved. Further 
changes in the paper were deemed unwarranted. 

The soil samples described in the internal report (US Department of Energy, 1994) are 
hardly soil samples indeed. These samples were coarse sandy fil l  material that was spread over 
the most contaminated uncapped soils (see Litaor et al., 1994 for detail characterization of pits 
and samples taken from that site). This sandy material exhibits little organic matter, sandy ' 

texture, and weak grainy structure. Hence, it is not surprising that the citrate-dithionite 
solution removed most of the Pu associated with this material. In the context; of the stated 
objectives of our paper, a direct comparison between the results of these 'soil' samples that are 
crudely tabulated in an internal document and the soil samples taken from the well developed 
Mollic epipedon is difficult and was deemed unnecessary. 

citrate coupled with sodium dithionite or hydrogen peroxide on rrn/renld contaminated soils 
(US Department of Energy, 1994), provided similar results to our sequential stripping of Pu 
from organic carbon -and sesquioxides. Hence, they argued that this similarity invalidated our 
experimental approach and they concluded that Pu is not bound to either phase: It seems that 
Marty et ai. did not understand the objectives-of our study nor they understand the logic of 
sequential extraction experiment as outlined by Tessier et al ( 1979) and successhlly adopted 
for the partitioning of Pu and other metals by many workers. The use of strong chelating agent 
such as sodium citrate coupled with sodium dithionite will release Pu from Fe- and AI- oxides 
and hydroxides as well as organic matter. This is the reason for the order in the sequential 
extraction experiment where the Pu bound to the organic carbon was extracted before the 
dissolution of sesquioxides. The use of CBD to dissolve Fe and Al in various organic and non- 
organic constituents was outlined and discussed by Jackson et ai. (1986). 

The purpose of our study was to quantitjl these chemical phases that control Pu 
immobility in the soil. Marty et al. accepted the premise that Pu in the soil of RFP resides in 
poorly defined discrete particles as was shown by McDowell and Whicker (1  976). They forgot 
to mention that those discrete particles contained up  to 40% by weight Pu in a non-crystalline 
or organic substrate (McDowell and Whicker, 1976). If this poorly defined substrate is being 

Marty et al. (1997) stated that an earlier draft of these comments was given to us and 

Marty et ai. stated that the extraction experiments conducted at RFP using sodium 
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destroyed by changing the redox potential, Pu will be released to the soil solution primarily in a 
colloidal form (Litaor et al.. 1997; Litaor et al., unpublished). During the wet spring and 
summer of 1995 elevated groundwater changed the-redox potential argi maintained low 
dissolved oxygen in the soil (< 2 mg L-’) coupled with strong H2S odor for more than 100 
days. This natural but somewhat unexpected change in the hydro-geochemistry of the generally 
oxic soils released Pu to the soil solution by dissolving Fe-oxides and hydroxides irrespective 
to the Pu valence state, which in the soils of RFP is mostly Pu(1V). 

Marty et al. also argued that Pu“ is an important exchangeable cation and cited some 
old but classic literature which did not consider radionuclides at all. The soils described in 
Litaor and Ibrahim (1996) exhibited soluble CaCOJ (up to 120 g kg-I), and moderate level of 
CEC ( i9  - 30 cmol kg-l) which mainly consisted of exchangeable Ca and Mg with trace 
amounts of Na and K. It is highly unlikely that Pu”’, if exists at all in these soils. will compete 
successhlly with the major ions as was clearly demonstrated by the sequential extraction 
experiment. Moreover, the bulk amount of Pu in soil solutions collected in-situ was found in 
particulate and colloidal forms, with less than 1% in ‘dissolved’ (< 1 nm) form (Litaor et al.. 
1997). The transient but profound change in redox potential during the spring and summer of 
1995 increased the dissolved fraction up to 10% (Litaor et al., unpublished), but its speciation 
and oxidation state are unknown. 

the rosy picture depicted to the public by the Department of Energy and the company who 
currently manages Rocky Flats. Once they heard the results they promptly terminated our 
program! It seems that we successhlly opened a Pandora Box called Pu in the soil 
environment of Rocky Flats, Colorado. It was easy to open but impossible to put the lid back 
on this genie. 

The unexpected results of increased Pu mobility in the soils of RFP did not fit well with 
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Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFICE 
p.0. BOX 928 

GOLDEN. COLOAAUO eo4oz.0928 

98-DOE43279 

Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, 

The Department. of Energy (DOE) has been attending meetings with your &-hoc group regarding 
the independent review of Rocky Flat’s interim radioactive soil action levels. The issue which 
this memo addresses is that the DOE is subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), 
5 U.S.C. App. 2 (1998). The Act was designed to help “level the playing field,” t.0 keep 
individuals or groups from getting special treatment from the federal government, and 10 help 
ensure equal access for all. The Act a1s1.1 regulates the interactions between federal and non- 
federal entities and the nianner in which we obtain advice or recommendations about our policies 
and decisions. We want to make sound and r&ponsive public policies and decisions about 
environmental issues at the Rocky Flats knvironrnencal Technology Site, and we need to be 
opcn, fair, and balanced in all our relationships with all our stakeholders. 

I don’t think any one can find fault in the intent of Act but, in some cases, complying with 
PACA, will require DOE to adjust how it interacts with stakeholders. Specifically, over the past 
few months we have been engaged in an ud hoc dialogue with some of our stakeholders 
regarding the request from Stakeholders that DOE fund an independent scientific review of the 
Site’s intcrim radioactive soils action levels as established in the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement. As you know, DOE has agreed to fund an independent review. 

Our decision to fund this independent review, in light of FACA, necessitates a change in the 
nature of the ad hoc dialogue we have engaged in regarding this matter- The DOE will no longer 
serve in an exoflcia capacity in the  ongoing ad hoc dialogue surrounding this independent 
review. However, we will receive and share with you. the EPA and the Colorado Department of 
Public Health and Environment. any data, information, and recommendations generated as a 
result of the independent review, and upon request. we will provide information to your group. 

As I related to you in our meeting of January 29, 1998, the DOE is prepared to expeditiously 
pursue making the funding available through some existing grant mechanism, upon receipt of a 
final statement of work. We believe that. amending some current grant to include the statement 
of work is the riiost expeditious route to making resources available. 

If you have any questions please call Steve Slaten of my staff at 966-4539. 

Si ticere 1 y , 

Assistant Manager for 
Envi I-onrnenral Coinyliarice 
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Department of Energy 

R O C K I  FLATS FIEl.0 OFFICE 

GOLDEN. COLORADO 50462-0328 
P.O. aox gze 

98-DOE-03279 

Kadionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, 

The Department of Energy (DOE) has been attending meetings with your &-hoc group regarding 
the independent review of Rocky Flat’s interim radi.oactive soil action levels. The issue which 
this memcl addie.jses is that t.he DOE is wbje.ct to the Federal t\dvisor-\; Comatime Ac! (,F.4CA)t 
5 U.S.C. A.pp. Z (1988). The Act n~as designed to help “k \d  !!:e playing field,” t9 k z q  
individua!s or groups from getting special treatment from the federn1 gocernrnecr.? and to he1.p 
ensure equal access for ail. The Act also regulates the inreractions between federal and i?m- 
federal mities an3 the manner in which we obtain advice or recommendations a b u t  o w  policies 
and decisions. We want to make sound and responsive public policies and decisions about 
&vironrnenta! issues at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Sire, and we wed to be. 
open, fair, and balanced in all our relationships with all our stakeholders. 

1 don’t think any me car, find fault in t!!t intent of Act bur, in som’e cases, cornptyihg with 
FACA, will require DOE to adjust how it interacts with stakeholders. Specificaiiy, over the past 
few months we have been engaged in an ad hac dialogue with some of our stakeholders 
regarding the request from Stakeholders thzt DOE fund an independent scientific review of the 
Sics’s interim radioactive soils action levels as established in the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agxeem.ent. A s  you know, DOE has agreed to fund an indzpendent revi.ew. 

Our decision ta fund this independent review, in light of F.ACA, necessitates a change in the 
nature of the ad hac dialoFue we have engaged in regarding this matter. The DOE will no longer 
serve in an excficiu capacity in  the ongoing ad hoc diaiogue surrounding this independent 
review. .iXowever, we wiil receive and share with you, the EPA and the Colorado Dcpaxtmect of 
Public Health and Environment, any data, information, and recornmindations generated as a 
result of the independen: review, and upon request, we wiil provide infmnation to your group. 

‘4s I r4a:ed to you in our meeting of January 2?, 13?8, :he DOE is prepxed to expeditiously 
pursue making the funding availah!e thrmsh some eu.isting grant n?echan%m. upon receipt of a 
final statcme.n’i of work. JVe believe that amending some curre.ct grant to include the statement 
\jf work is the n:ost expeditious r m t t  10 making resolircer available. 

If you have any qtitstions please call S t e w  Slater! of my staff U t  966-4839. 

Sincerely , 

.Assistact Manager for 
Environmental Compliance 
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February 9,1998 

K A I S E R M L L  
C 0 U P A  N 1 

Dear Members of the RSAL Oversight Panel: 

98-RF-0068 7 
QCS-002-98 

I welcome and encourage the members of the RSAL Oversight Panel to play an active 
role in Ihe Actinide Migration Investigation throw& sharing your ideas and concerns o n  
all aspects of the project. The sharing of the Panel's and other organizations' and 
individuals' idew and concerns in his study can k of great value to *e site and public. 
Specifically, 1 believe you could participate in the following ways: 

Help define key community concerns regarding the fate and transport of actinides 
in the environment; 
Comment on film scopes of work and general direction of the project; 
Formulate questions that could be answend itl kture presentations, issues papers 
or fact sheets; 
Help share applicabIe data fiom the Actinide Migration Investigation with the 
RSAL independent contractor; 
Help communicate rhe direction and results of the Actinide Migration 
Investigation to the larger community; 
Participate in the integration of applicable Actinide Investigation results and the 
interim soil action levels. 

We envision the Actinide Migration Investigation as a mdti-year project that will help 
provide the best possible infomation for the successful closure of Rocky Flats. The 
public involvement process is essential and will continue to evolve as a result of your 
suggestions and project needs. We look forward to the Oversight Panel's involvement in 
this important study and we commend the effort and time the community memkis iue 
dedicating to this issue. 

'his letter will be sent by fax only 

Sincerely, 

David C. Shelton, Manager 
Regulatory Strategy 0 Kaiser-Hill Company L.L.C 
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a RFP 

Advantaqes 

cost 

0 Find out what expertise is out there 

0 Further understanding of subject due to varied perspectives 

0 Ability to have more control by choosing contractor willing to work with panel's 
constraints 

0 Competition can lead to better final product 

Disadvantages 

0 Time may be longer 

More decisions panel will have to make 

Larger time commitment for panel 

Price may be high for DOE 

Pressure to choose lowest bid and not most attractive 

Can be complicated documents 



I 

SOLE SOURCE 

Timing - faster 

Prior - pre-approval (timing) 

o Familiarity with site implied 

Known entity as contractor 

Disadvantaqes 

0 Not as good an idea of price should be 

0 Might conflict with certain regs 

0 Might lose companies that would be qualified but are unknown 

0 Not the expertise on panel to pick the contractor 

0 CAB would have to amend its bylaws 

0 Could get tied into cost so high that DOE couldn’t fund, meaning delay 

0 Credibility of acceptance of results 

311 9/98 
c:hsoffice\winword&athybullets.doc 
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F-A-X M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: FEBRUARY 23,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR FEBRUARY 26,1998 

e 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1998, 4:OO-8:OO PM at 
Broomfield Municipal Center in the City Council Chamber. (Please bring a brown bag 
supper.) 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

0 

8 

Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 

Distribute copies of “Action Levels for Radionuclides in Soils for the Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement” - Final, dated October 3 1, 1996 

Steering Committee Report. RFP transmitted to DOE 2/19/98 via FEDEX. 

Public Comments 

Discussion of the Contracting Process. Sole Source or RFT - 
Advantages/Disadvantages of each. 

Break 

Outline of plan on how to arrive at final clean-up levels, how/where do RSALS fit into 
this scheme. 

Proposal for Steering Committee and interested panel members to meet with Jessie 
Roberson and Joe LeGare to better understand DOE’S hture involvement in this 
review process. 

Public Comments 

Other Topics/Future Agenda Ttems/Action Items 

Next iMeeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 



hi\ City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: February 23, 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight PaneVProposed Agenda for 2/26/98 mtg 2 of pages 2 

P 
P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

E 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

A 
P 

P 
P 
P 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Lisa Morzel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank S tovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Be- 
Dr. N o m  MOM 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Jeff Ciocco. Jim Fiore, 
Ray Greenberg 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr' 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marsl.mIl 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfjeld 
Will Neff 
Joe! Selbin 
Todd Mar-dies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs' Ofc 
City of Anlada 
City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfreld 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOE/RFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PlysiciadSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLII 
RFLII 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

PHONE 
303-650-7886 
303-431-3042 

 ) 

303-355-5492 
303-438-6363 
303-4664 986 
303-666-6565 

303341-3005 

303-426-1202 
303-430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3022 
303-692-3423 
303-966-21 15 
303-692-3358 
970-491-6516 

30 1-903-7459 
303-966-2080 
303-966-2025 
303-966-483 9 
303-3 12-6293 
303-27 1-5714 
303-966-6526 

303-556-5327 
303-6504460 

303 434-0049 
303-420-7855 
303-144-6981 
303-444-6981 

303-966-9877 

303-989-9086 

303-940-6090 
303 -940-6090 

) 
303-279-6699 
303-32 1-7276 

FAX 
303-650-7893 
30343 1-3969 
303-441-4478 
303-441-1478 
303-353-5530 
303-438-6234 
303-469-8554 

303429-51 13 
303-673-9043 

. 303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0 188 
303-782-1969 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970491-0564 

30 1-903-3877 
303-966-6633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-3710 
303-3 12-6067 
303-27 1-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303 -5 56-53 99 
303-650-1103 Please call when faxing 

303-143-0072 
303-120-7579 
3 03-144-6523 
3 03 444-6523 

303-980-9076 

303-940-6088 
303-910-6088 
303-556-4776 (w) 
303-379-6699 Call lst/include 1-303 

(P=Panel Member. A=Alternate. E=Es-Offkio) e 



F-A-X M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR FEBRUARY 26,1998 

DATE: FEBRUARY 23,1998 

There will be meeting THZiRSDAY, FEBRUARY 26,1998, 4:OO-8:00 PIP1 at 
Broomfield Municipal Center in the City Council Chamber. (Please bring a brown bag 
supper.) 

e 

e 

e 

e- 

@ 

0 

Prouosed Agenda 

Introductions 

Distribute copies of “Action Levels for Radionuclides in Soils for the Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement” - Final, dated October 3 1, 1996 

Steering Committee Report. RFP transmitted to DOE 2/19/98 via FEDEX. 

Public Comments 

Discussion of the Contracting Process. Sole Source or R.FP - 
AdvantagedDisadvantages of each. 

Break 

Outline of plan on how to arrive at final clean-up levels, how/where do RSALS fit into 
this scheme. 

Proposal for Steering Committee and interested panel members to meet with Jessie 
Roberson and Joe LeGare to better understand DOE’S fbture involvement in this 
review process. 

Public Comments 

Other TopicsEuture Agenda Items/Action Items 

Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 
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e City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: Februaty 23, 1998 
FROM: Kathy Sclmoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight PaneYProposed Agenda for 2/26/98 mtg # of pages 2 

P 
P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

E 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

A 
P 

P 
P 
P 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Lisa Morzel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Jeff Ciocco, Jim Fioi 
Ray Greenberg 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs’ Ofc 
City of Arvada 
City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOEflRFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysiciadSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLII 
RFLII 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

re, 

(P=Panel Member, A=Alternate. E=Es-Officio) 

PHONE 
303-650-7886 
30343 1-3042 

303-34 1-3005 
303 -3 55-5492 
303-338-6363 
303-366-5986 
303-666-6565 
303-426-1202 
303430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3022 
303-692-3423 
303-966-21 15 
303-692-33 58 
97049 1-65 16 

301-903-7459 
3 03 -966-2080 
303-966-2025 
3 03-966483 9 
303-3 12-6293 
3 03 -27 1-57 14 
303-966-6526 

303 -556-83 27 
303 -650-1460 

303 -341-0049 

303444-698 1 
303444-698 1 

303 -966-9877 

303-989-9086 

303420-7855 

303-940-6090 
303-940-6090 

  
303-279-6699 
303-32 1-7276 

FAX 
303-650-7893 
30343 1-3969 
303-4414478 
303-44 14478 
303 -3 55-5530 

303-469-8554 
303-438-6231 

303-673-9043 
303-429-5 113 
303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0188 
303-782-4969 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970-491-0564 

301-903-3877 
3 0 3 3  -966-663 
303-966-6054 
303-966-37 10 
303-3 12-6067 
303-27 1-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-500 1 
303-556-5399 
303-650-1403 Please call when faxing 

303444-0072 

3033444523 
303344-6523 

3 03 -980-9076 

303-420-7579 

303-940-6088 
303-940-6088 
303-556-4776 (W) 
303-279-6699 Call lst/include 1-303 



F-A-X M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS . 
SUBJECT: 

DATE: FEBRUARY 23, 1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR FEBRUARY 26,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26,1998, 4:OO-8:OO PM at 
Broomfield Municipal Center in the City Council Chamber. (Please bring a brown bag 
supper.) 

Prouosed Agenda 

e 

Introductions 

Distribute copies of “Action Levels for Radionuclides in Soils for the Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement” - Final, dated October 3 1, 1996 

’ .  

Steering Committee Report. RFP transmitted to DOE 2/19/98 via FEDEX. 

Public Comments 

Discussion of the Contracting Process. Sole Source or RF’P - 
Advantages/Disadvantages of each. 

Break 

Outline of plan on how to arrive at final clean-up levels, howlwhere do RSALS fit into 
this scheme. 

Proposal for Steering Committee and interested panel members to meet with Jessie 
Roberson and Joe LeGare to better understand DOE’S future involvement in this 
review process. 

Public Comments 

Other Topics/Future Agenda ItemdAction Items 

Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 
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ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING. March 19,1998 

Name 

CBPHE 

P h one/Fax 



ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING. Marc 

Name I Affiliation 
I 

I 19,1998 

P hone/Fax 



ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING - ' 0 March 19,1998 

Name 

4J/- 3-24 
692-3358,' 

lY- 14 



ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING March 19,1998 



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETINGREMINDER FOR MARCH 19,1998 

DATE: MARCH 17,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, MARCH 19,1998, 4:0@8:00 PM at  Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the City Council Chamber. (Please bring a brown bag supper.) 

Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 

Discussion on who to designate for Grant Application and Administration ~ - 
-Request that RFCAB be designated 
-Discussion 

Discussion Sourcing Alternatives 
-Advantages/Disadvantages 
-Sole Source-Time Interval and Process 
-RFP-Time Interval and Process 

Public Comments 

8 

0 

Other TopicsiFuture Agenda ItemdAction Items 

Next Meeting( sf- Date, Time, Location 



City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: March 99,4998 TIME: 

TO: Jeremy Karpatkin 

TO: Ken Korkia 

TO: Bob Kanick 

TO: Mary Harlow 

TO: LeRoy Moore 

FAX: 

FAX: 

FAX: 

FAX: 

FAX: 

FROM: Kathy Schnoor PHONE: 
Public WorkslEnvironmental Services FAX: 

19:22 AM 

303-966-6633 

303-420-7579 

303-444-0072 

303-650-1 643 

303-444-6523 

303-438-6363 
303-438-6234 

0 RE: DRAFT CAB/SAL Memorandum of Understanding 
cc: 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 4 

Message: 
Hank Stovall asked me to FAX this draft MOU to all of you prior to the RFSAL 
meeting scheduled for today at 4PM in Broomfield. 
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The Honorable Hank Stovall 
City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive 
Broomfield, CO 80020 

Mary Harlow 
City of Westminster 
6777 West 88th 
Westminster, Colorado 80030 

9 8-DOE-03 320 

Dear Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow: 

As you are aware, in response to Stakeholder requests, the Department of Energy (DOE) has 
committed to support an Independent Review of the Siteis Interim Radioactive Soil Action 
Levels, which were agreed to by the parties to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) in 
1996. This letter is written to reiterate information previously provided to you, and to respond to 
your letter of February 12,1998, requesting $5,000 advance payment. ' 

Pursuant to our commitment, we have reviewed existing grant mechanisms for appropriateness 
to amend by attaching the scope of this independent review to a grant. Joe Legare reported to 
you on February 26,1998, the results of this effort. This letter documents his verbal report. 

The consideration of the existing grants was guided by the interests expressed by you and other 
stakeholders to the DOE at previous meetings, and criteria that DOE believes are appropriate for 
any grant, and criteria specific to this grant. 

Those interests and criteria include: 

Timeliness - An existing ,orant was needed in order to expedite transferring funds to the review. 

Legal acceptability - Some existing grants may not legally be appropriate. 

Locality - Preference was given to grantees in the State rather than those administered from out 
of State. 

Independence - The DOE believes that a grantee not associated with setting the Radioactive 
Soil Action Levels in question is preferable. This independent review in order to be most 
successful, must be credible to the largest possible set of Stakeholders, some of whom may not 



t - 
03320 Stovall, Harlow.doc Page 2 

be represented currently on your stakeholder group. e In order that the results are not 
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Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow 
98-DOE-03320 

2 

questioned by anyone in the future, a grantee independent of the Parties to RFCA is preferable. 

The DOE believes it is also important that you understand that under any grant vehlcle, the 
Oversight Panel will have no formal control over the funds. In addition, any grantee will be ' 
required to follow the procurement processes set forth in 10CFR600, including contracting for 
the scientific review. We are aware that your stakeholder group has developed and shared a 
statement of work. It is our understanding that this statement of work could be used in a 
u manteeis grant proposal. The grantee may also speciQ the continuing role of the Oversight 
Committee in the scientific review process in the grant proposal. The continuing relationshp of 
any grantee with the Oversight Panel is between those entities and not DOE. As we have 
communicated previously, once the grant is released, we foresee very little direct involvement by 
DOE in the review. 

The DOE recognizes the need for a grant process with which all parties and stakeholders are 
comfortable. We were surprised with the negative response received last Thursday to using the 
Colorado Center for Environmental Management as the grant mechanism. As MY. Legare 
explained to you, the Colorado Center for Environmental Management (CCEM) and the Rocky 
Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) are the only grant vehicles of which we are aware which 
fulfill all the interests and criteria above. After the meeting, it is our understanding that you do 
not wish the Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) to proceed with approving a grant at this time. Let 
me reiterate that RFFO is prepared to provide funds for this effort within a few weeks of 
agreement on an administrative vehicle to administer this grant. We await your response as to 
whether you would prefer CCEM or RFCAB as the grant vehicle. Either is acceptable to RFFO. 

0 

In response to your request for advance funding, DOEis position has not changed since Joe 
responded to this issue several weeks ago. DOE is prepared to expeditiously transfer the money 
via grant once the grantee is chosen: However, we do not believe it is appropriate to provide 
funds outside of a formal grant mechanism. 

If you have any questions you may call me at 966-2025. 

Sincerely, 

Jessie M. Roberson 
Manager 

~ 

J. Legare, AMEC, RFFO 
I 



TO : 3034386234 

FAX DISTEUSUTION LIST 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONT-4CTS/Rocky Flats Soil Action Levels 

Tim Rehder 
LeRoy Moore 
Ken Korkia 
Mary Harlow 
Kathy Schnoor 
Tom Davidson 
Hank Stovall 
Lisa Morzel 
Dan Heil 
Todd Marqulies 
Bob Kamik 
Joel Seibin 

Jim McCarthy 
NeiIs Shonbeck 

CITY 

EPA 
RXiPJC 
CAB 
Westminster 
Broomfield 
Louisville 
Broom field 
Boulder 
cs’u 

iuFCAB 
UCD 
Metro State 
Arvada 

Consulting 

From: CDPHE Rocky Flats P r o v  
Phone 692-3022 
FAX 782-4969 

_c_ FAX# 

3 12-6293 
344-65 23 
420-7579 
650-1 643 
465-1 238 
6 7 3 -904 3 
469-8554 
44 1-4478 

970-491 -0564 
3 03 -3 79-6699 

444-0072 
5563776 
5 56.5399 
43 1-3969 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20460 

+4' pn& 

OFFICE OF 
AIR AN0 AAQlATlON 

J A l 2  2 a 

Jacqueline H. Berardini 
Deputy Duestor, Office of Policy & Public-Private Initiatives 

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment JAN 2 7  \si:: 
Denver, CO 80246-1530 E)($CUfp/rZ UlreClO~s; 

Olfice 
Dear Ms. Betatdini: 

Thank you for your !etter of December 17, 1997, regarding the possible Natiod 
Academy of Sciences WAS) BEIR VII Phase I'I study on the health risks fiom ionizing radiation. 

Like you, we are very concerned that, if the study does go forward, the relevant scient& 
issues be addressed and the final report be d i b i e  to scientists, policy makers, and citizens. We 
believe that these objectives can be assured by following established procedures for National 
Academy studies. This process allows for &ken input to the committee through presentations at 
public meetings convend for this purpose or through submission of written information. In 
addition, recent changes at the NAS ensure that mcst meetings of the committee are announced 
and open to the public. 

0 

If you would like to discuss this issue fbrther, or if YOU have any questions about the stms 
of our activities with NAS, please feel fkc to call me at (202) 564-9212. 

Sincerely YQUCS, 

'Jerome S. puskin 
Censer for Risk Modeling 

and Emergency Response 





e Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board and the 

Rocky Hats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 

Regarding 
Review of the Interim Soil Action Levels for the Cleanup of 

the Rocky Flats Environmetata! Techmlogy Site 

This agreement is made and executed this - day of 
between the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (“CAB”) and the Rocky Flats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel (“RFSALOP”). 

-, 1998, by and 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, stakeholders are concerned about achieving the safest level of 
cleanup of contaminated soils at Rocky Flats and that the current ”interim soil action 
level cleanup standards merit a review by a scientifically-based independent panel. 
and; 

WHEREAS, the CAB, because of its long-standing and beneficial role in 
promoting public education regarding the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
and its status as a DOE-designated Citizen Advisory Board grantee, is an appropriate 
organization to serve as a grant requesting agency and fiscal vehicle for the 
administration of U.S. DOE monies required to assist the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel. 

WHEREAS, The Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel Committee, as a 
community-based and independently established ad-hoc group, has requested that the 
CAB serve as the grant requesting agency for financial administration of the DOE 
monies to be used for the review of the interim soil action levels proposed by the RFCA 
principals for the clean up of Rocky Flats, and; 

WHEREAS, the U.S Department of Energy believes that the CAB is an 
appropriate fiscal vehicle for administration of the grant and that the Rocky Flats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel will be the primary organization to provide overall 
guidance in achieving the policy and technical purposes of the grant, and; 

NOW, THEREFORE, In consideration of the premises and provisions hereof. the 
parties agree to this memorandum of understanding to delineate the roles and 
responsibilities of the CAB and the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, as 
follows: 



I. CAB Responsibilities: 

The CAB will make the grant request and be the grant administering agency to 
be awarded by the U.S. DOE Grant on behalf of the RFSALOP. The CAB 
application will include the following elements: 

a. Funds identified for the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Technical review as 
defined in detail in the Scope of Work (Exhibit A). 

Funds identified for operating expenses and oversight support such as 
meeting notices, meeting facilitation, securing meeting locations and other 
normal public outreach functions (See Exhibit B). 

b. 

c. Contractors, travel and lodging costs, if contract personnel have to travel 
to Denver from outside the Denver Metro area. 

d. Miscellaneous grant administration duties: including funds pass through 
requirements , accounting duties, legal duties, periodic reporting and audit 
duties, per DOE requirements. 

2. Oversight Panel Responsibilities 

The Oversight panel will provide independent oversight and 
decision-making authority regarding implementation of the scope of 
work, selection of the scientific contractor, oversight of the project, and 
completion of the final report and its distribution to RFCA decision-makers. 

3. Coordination between CAB and RFSALOP 

a. The Executive Director of the CAB will serve as the liaison with the 
oversight panel and is empowered to approve project activities in 
consultation with the panel. 

b. The Oversight panel will develop the line items for provision of technical 
services and public outreach and, in consultation with the Executive 
Director of the CAB. submit these elements to DOE as part of the Grant 
request. 

4. Grant Request 

The requested grant amount is anticipated to be $500,000. The CAB Executive 
Director and the RFSALOB shall cooperatively determine the exact amount of 
t h e  grant request. 



One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: C n d  \7 , 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor. Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

P 
P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

E 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

A 
P 

P 
P 

David Abelson 
Jim McCartliy 
Lisa Morzel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Bern& 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Jeff Ciocco, Jim Fiore, 
Ray Greenberg 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
Jolm Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfeld 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs' Ofc 
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903 Pad Remediation Schedule ,@ 2/18/98 

903 Pad, Lip Area, & Associated Soils 5uaL-t’ 4GL 

Based on Accelerating Cleanup: Focus on 2006 Draft Plan December 1997 

p/ 1998 
Pre-remedial characterization of pad, lip area and americium zone 
Actinide Migration Study 

FY1999 

~ FY2000 

p12001 

903 Pad Remediation Planning 
Actinide Migration Study 

903 Pad VOC Removal 
- Excavatflreat subsurface VOC contaminated soils from pad area 

903 Pad Rad removal 
- Excavate americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

c 

903 Pad Rad Removal 
- Continue excavating americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

Evaluate statudsufficiency of data at the end of FY 1998 and 1999 to determine if 903 pad 
remediation should move fonrvard. 

NOTE: This schedule assumes the remediation technology will be excavation. 

In fact, 903 pad characterization is in progressI and a final remediation 

approach has n o t  formally been agreed to. 



The Honorable Hank Stovall 
City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive 
Broomfield, CO 80020 

Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFiCE 
P.O. BOX 928 

GOLDEN. COLORADO 80402-0928 

98-DOE-03320 

Mary Harlow 
City of Westminster 
6777 West 88th 
Westminster, Colorado 80030 

Dear Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow: 

As you are aware, in response to Stakeholder requests, the Department of Energy (DOE) has 
committed to support an Independent Review of the Site's Interim Radioactive Soil Action 
Levels, which were agreed to by the parties to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
in 1996. This letter is written to reiterate information previously provided to you, and to 
respond to your letter of February 12, 1998, requesting $5,000 advance payment. a. 
Pursuant to our commitment, we have reviewed existing grant mechanisms for 
appropriateness to amend by attaching the scope of this independent review to a grant. Joe 
Legare reported to you on February 26, 1998, the results of this effort. This letter documents 
his verbal report. 

The consideration of the existing grants was guided by the interests expressed by you and 
other stakeholders to the DOE at previous meetings, and criteria that DOE believes are 
appropriate for any grant, and criteria specific to this grant. 

Those interests and criteria' include: 

Timeliness - A n  existing grant was needed in order to expedite transferring funds to the 
review. 

Legal acceptability - Some existing grants may not legally be appropriate. 

Locality - Preference was given to grantees in the State rather than those administered from 
out of State. 

Independence - The DOE believes that a grantee not associated with setting the Radioactive 
Soil Action Levels in question is preferable. This independent review in order to be most 
successful, must be credible to the largest possible set of Stakeholders, some of whom may 
not be represented currently on your stakeholder group. In order that the results are not 

,. 
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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR MARCH 19,1998 

DATE: MARCH 17,1998 

There will be meeting THURSDAY, MARCH 19,1998, 4:OO-8:OO PM at Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the City Council Chamber. (Please bring a brown bag supper.) 

Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 

/Discussion on who to designate for Grant Application and Administration 
-Request that RFCAB be designated 
-Discussion 

Discussion Sourcing Alternatives 
-Advantages/Disadvantages 
-Sole Source-Time Interval and Process 
-RFP-Time Interval and Process 

Public Comments 

Other TopicsFuture Agenda Items/Action Items 

0 Next Meeting(s)- Date, Time, Location 



19 March 1998 
To: Panel 
From: LeRoy Moore 
Re: Actinide Migration issue 

TIME URGENT: Please respond by 4 PM, Wed., 
25 March (see item 1 below) 

One issue that will be very much before us as we proceed with the 
independent review of the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action 
Levels (RSALs) is the question of migration of plutonium and other 
radionuclides in the Rocky Flats soil. Iggy Litaor, the scientist who 
raised this issue quite forcefully in 1995-96, was dismissed by 
Kaiser-Hill and replaced by the Actinide Migration Panel, this Panel's 
work more recently folded into the larger, long-term Actinide 
Migration Study. All this was done without consultation with the 
affected public. In my view we'll not get satisfactory results in this 
crucial area unless we get a more democratic process on the whole 
issue. Specifically, I would like to see the Actinide Migration 
Research brought under the oversight of our RSAL Oversight Panel 
(an earlier request that this be done w a s  rebuffed at the site level). 
Accordingly, I pass on to you several items: 

1) A letter to Secretary Peiia asking him to place the Actinide 
Migration Study under the oversight of the BAL Oversight Panel. I 
invite you as a member of the Oversight Panel to consider either 
signing this letter or writing one of your own (if you do the latter, 
please send me a copy). If you want to sign the letter I have drafted, 
leave a message for me at 303-444-6981 (FAX 303-444-6523) by 4 
PM, Wednesday, 25 March. I plan to send the letter and the paper 
(#2 below) to Secretary Peiia on Thursday, 26 March. 

e 

2) A paper written to support the proposal made above (in item #l). 

3) A letter to Jessie Roberson of DOE Rocky Flats asking DOE to 
provide support for Litaor to return to Colorado (from Israel where 
he now teaches) this summer to complete work based on his earlier 
research. If you want to support this request, contact Jessie 
Roberson at Rocky Flats before 25 March. She can be reached by 
phone at 303-966-2080, FAX 303-966-6054. 

4) Iggy Litaor's followup response to the Actinide Migration Panel's 
reply to his initial critique of their Final Report for FY 1997. 



P. 0. Box 1156 
Boulder, CO 80306 
March 26, 1998 

The Honorable Federico Pefia, Secretary 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

0 
Dear Mr. Peiia: 

We write to propose that the Department of Energy place the Rocky Flats Actinide 
Migration Study under the purview of the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel so that the Oversight Panel can review the mission of the Actinide 
Migration Study and oversee future work in this area. An earlier request that this be 
done was rebuffed at the site level. The goal is to gain publicly credible data for use 
in setting the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels. 

For several years a controversy has been brewing in Colorado over the issue of 
migration of plutonium and other radionuclides in the soil at Rocky Flats. Unless this 
issue is resolved satisfactorily the Department of Energy will find itself unable to 
proceed with cleanup and closure of the site, because it will lack the requisite 
support from the affected public. This letter provides highlights of the controversy 
and advances a proposal for resolving it. The enclosed paper supports the proposal 
with a detailed account of the controversy to date. 

Determination of the extent of migration of radionuclides in the soil at Rocky Flats is 
integral to establishment of credible Radionuclide Soil Action Levels (RSALs) for the 
site. This is so because the BALs  specify how much radioactive material can be left 
in the Rocky Flats soil after cleanup, and because radionuclides left in the soil could 
migrate off the site. As you know, the RSALS established for Rocky Flats in October 
1996 by DOE and its regulators met vigorous opposition from a broad cross section of 
the public. DOE consequently agreed to fund an independent scientific review of the 
calculations used in setting the RSALs. Accordingly, in January 1998 a citizen group 
called the Rocky Flats RSAL Oversight Panel was convened to oversee this review. A 
key part of the review of the B A L s  is good data on migration of radionuclides. 

The issue of plutonium migration surfaced when W. Iggy Litaor, an independent 
scientist working under contract at Rocky Flats, made the unexpected discovery that 
significant quantities of plutonium in the soil on the site were migrating in the. 
heavy rains of May 1995. His discovery had relevance not only for Rocky Flats but 
for all plutonium-contaminated sites anywhere. His work thus needed to be brought 
to completion. However, his finding also complicated plans for a quick cleanup and 
closure of the Rocky Flats site. Before he had opportunity to finish his work, Kaiser- 
Hill terminated his contract and then, without any consultation with the affected 
public, initiared its own Actinide Migration Study. 

The Actinide Migration Study lacks credibility for several reasons: total absence of 
public participation in design and oversight of the study; severe conflict of interest 
on the part of several of those performing the studx improper methodology (e.g., soil 
samples not taken by those doing the research); deficient peer review (Litaor, the 
one outside specialist who knows the subject well and has had a chance to review the 
researchers' latest report, criticized their work quite strongly). 

e 



Recognizing the need for a publicly credible study of actinide migration, we 
therefore propose that the Department of Energy place the Rocky Flats Actinide 
Migration Study under the purview of the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel so that the Oversight Panel can review the mission of the Actinide 
Migration Study and oversee future work in this area through to completion. The 
goal of this review and oversight is to ensure that the Actinide Migration Study gains 
public confidence by eliminating conflicts of interest and by producing a genuinely 
independent study. The study should include personnel able to work closely with 
Litaor to assess his findings and to see that the work he began is carried to 
conclusion by someone able to gain public trust. 

'Short of a move like this, not only will we all remain ignorant about plutonium 
migration, but distrust will prevail, and the agencies responsible for cleanup of 
Rocky Flats will lack the support they need to develop the RSALs required for site 
cleanup. We therefore make this proposal and invite your response by not later than 
April 17, 1998. Questions about this proposal can be directed to LeRoy Moore at the 
abo\-e address or at 303-444-6981 or FAX 303-444-6523. Thank you for your attention 
to our concerns. 

Yours truly, 

LeRoy Moore, Ph.D., Rocky Mountain Peace &Justice Center 
Etc. 

cc: James M. Owendoff, Acting Asst. Secty. for Environmental Management 
Jessie Roberson, Manager, DOE Rocky Flats 
Governor Roy Romer 
Lt. Governor Gail Schoettler 
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
Senator Wayne Allard 
Representative David Skaggs 
Representative Diane DeGette 
Representative Dan Schaefer 
Jim Werner, DOE Headquarters 
Tom Vellenga, DOE Headquarters 
Ellen Livingston-Behan, DOE Headquarters 
Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Robert Card, CEO, Kaiser-Hill, Rocky Flats 
Tom Looby, Office of the Environment, CDPHE 
Jack McGraw, Deputy Regional Administrator, EPA Region VI1 
Steve Gunderson, CDPHE Rocky Flats Program 
Tim Rehder, P A  Rocky Flats Program 
Boulder County Commissioners 
Jefferson County Commissioners 
Arvada City Council 
Boulder City Council 
Broomfield City Council 
Denver City Council 
Lafayette City Council 
Louisville City Council 
Northglenn City Council 
Superior City Council 
Westminster City Council 
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Migration of Plutonium in the Soil at Rocky Flats: Review of a Controversy 

by LeRoy Moore. Ph.D. 
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center (March 1998) 

h troductim 
The issue of actinide migration lies at the heart of cleanup of Rocky Flats. Why? 

Because plutonium-239, the material of greatest concern at Rocky Flats, remains 
radioactive for 240,000 years, and because inhaling or ingesting a minuscule particle of 
this alpha-emitting material may result in cancer, genetic aberration, or damage to the 
immune system. People aware of these potentially adverse health effects don't want 
plutonium in their environment. Yet this material is already present in substantial 
amounts in the soil at Rocky Flats. The quantity is likely to increase when contaminated 
buildings are taken down. If plutonium and other radionuclides in the Rocky Flats soil 
migrate substantially, then sooner or later they are likely to end up in the environment 
of people downstream and downwind of the facility -- and all residents of the Denver 
metro area are downwind of Rocky Flats some of the time. 

Iggy Litaor, at the time an adjunct professor at the University of Colorado working 
under contract at Rocky Flats, created quite a sensation when he claimed to discover 
significant une,xpected migration of plutonium in the soil at Rocky Flats during the heavy 
rains of spring and summer, 1995. His finding, he said, "challenges the framework of the 
suggested accelerated cleanup for Rocky Flats."l Litaor's con tract was soon terminated, 
and resolving the issue that he had raised so forcefully was turned over to a newly 
constituted Actinide Migration Panel - their work now part of a large project called the 
Actinide Migration Studies. Meanwhile, in 1997 water samples taken where Walnut Creek 
exits the Rocky Flats site showed actinide activities higher than the legally permitted 
standard of 0.15 picocuries per liter. 

To what extent might plutonium in the soil at Rocky Flats migrate? A definitive, 
publicly credible answer to this question is crucial for the task of setting cleanup levels 
for the site. By all rights, the Actinide Migration Studies currently underway should 
produce precisely the sort of convincing answer the public requires. Unfortunately, as 
the following account demonstrates, the approach of the Actinide Migration Studies is 
badly flawed, so much so that any answer from this source almost certainly will lack 
convincing credibility. 

~lutonium ~u . eves 
The question of plutonium migration relates directly to the Radionuclide Soil Action 

Levels (RsALs) for Rocky Flats, since the latter specify how much plutonium and other 
radioactive material may remain in the soil at the site after cleanup. In 1996 DOE, EPA, and 
CDPHE proposed RSALs for Rocky Flats that would allow significant amounts of plutonium 
and other radionuclides to remain in the Rocky Flats soil. This proposal was opposed 
almost universally by members of the public who commented on the issue. Besides, 
broadly representative citizen bodies had already made it clear that they wanted a site 
much cleaner than what the agencies were proposing. In June 1995 the Rocky Flats 
Future Site Use Working Group, an ad hoc body convened to advise DOE, made a consensus 
recommendation that the site be cleaned to average background radiation level when it 

l"The spring of 1995 was unseasonably wet.. . . On May 17, 1995, significant overland flow occurred 
that remobilized an unknown amount of Pu (estimated between 10 microcuries to 0.5 curie). Following 
the May 17 overland flow, the soil became completely saturated and remained so for at least 65 days. 
Significant water flus was modeled and measured in the soil. . . . Using extremely consemative 
assumptions we calculated a minimum of 100 to 300 million picocuries of Pu were transported across 
the study site [below the 903 Pad area] through near-surface processes. With less stringent 
assumptions, over 1 billion picocuries of Pu were remobilized." Such transport "was not envisioned 
under any environmental condition or  hydrogeochemical modeling scenarios considered for Rocky 
Flats." M. Iggy Litaor, "The Hydrogeochemisuy of Pu in Soils of Rocky Flats, Colorado: Summary," 
Public Presentation, Denver, May 15, 1996. 
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becomes technologically and economically possible to do this in an environmentally 
sensitive manner.  The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board soon thereafter made the  same 
recommendation. 

In October 1996 DOE and its regulators nevertheless adopted as "interim" standards 
the Rocky Flats RSALs they had  all along proposed. These RSALs, which currently govern 
cleanup of the site, allow in the Rocky Flats buffer zone the equivalent of up to 1429  
picocuries of plutonium-239/240 per gram of soil, which is 37,605 times average 
background level for plutonium of 0.038 picocuries per gram of soil. The site's industrial 
zone can contain the equivalent of u p  to 1088 picocuries of plutonium-2391240, or 28,632 
times average background level.2 

governments, and the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board called fo r  an independent 
review of both  the dose and calculation aspects of the new RSALs. Rep. David Skaggs asked 
for a review of the calculation aspect. (The dose part  specifies a level of radiation 
e,xposure deemed acceptable by DOE and its regulators; the calculations purport  t o  show 
how much radioactive material may remain in the soil without exceeding this dose.) DOE 
eventually agreed to an independent review of the calculation side of the equation only.3 
Accordingly, in January 1998 the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel was formed to oversee this review. 

If substantive movement of radionuclides in the soil can occur, the quantities 
allowed under the BALs adopted in October 1996 will need to be greatly reduced. 
Otherwise, people downstream and downwind of Rocky Flats face a long history of 
potential exposure to plutonium particles with all the attendant negative health effects. It 
thus is essential to  learn the  truth about actinide migration. 

Within a few months after adoption of these RSALs public interest groups, local 

-P weat- 7 

A possible consequence of global warming is increased rain intensity over shorter 
periods of time in semi-arid areas like Colorado (a topic much discussed at the recent Kyoto 
conference on global warming). Locally, the heavy rains of spring and summer 1995 
were followed by an unusually wet August 1996. Have global weather patterns already 
been altered to such a degree that the exceedingly wet conditions in which Litaor made 
his discovery will become the recurrent norm rather than the exception locally? This 

2The 1429 picocuries per gram of soil (pCig) number applies in the hypothetical situation that the 
soil is contaminated only with plutonium-239/240. Since in reality some plutonium in the soil will 
have broken down into its daughter products and other radionuclides may be present as well, the RSALs 
provide ratio sum calculations for combinations of radionuclides that together produce a dose equal to 
that fiom 1429 pCi/g of pure plutonium. This alternate calculation allows in the site's buffer zone an 
amount of plutonium-239/240 up to 17,132 times average background level, plus americium-241 (a 
daughter product of plutonium) up to 10,935 times average background level (651 pCig of plutonium- 
2391240 plus 117 pCi/g of americium-241 versus average background levels of 0.038 pCi/g for 
plutonium-239 and 0.0107 pCi/g for americium-241). The site's industrial zone can contain 
plutonium-239/2M up to 14,789 times average background level and americium-241 up to 9,439 times 
average background level (562 pCi/g of plutonium-239/240 plus 101 pCi/g of americium241 versus 
average background levels at the aforementioned amounts). 
3The dose aspect of the Rocky Flats RSALs (the 15/85 mrem/year exposure to targeted individuals in 
specific situations) is worth a separate essay. Let i t  suffice to say that no national standard for dose 
from cleanup of a site like Rocky Flats exists. The numbers adopted for Rocky Flats came from an EPA 
proposal for a national standard that was eventually withdrawn. Where and when standards for 
permissible esposure have been adopted the affected populations have had little to no say in setting the 
standards. The BEIR (Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation) VI1 study just now being initiated by the 
National Academ?? of Sciences will review the adequacy of existing standards and possibly propose new 
guidelines. Responding to concerns about the dose side of the RSALS, Jacqueline H. Berardini, Deputy 
Director of CDPHE's Office of Policy and Public-Private Initiatives, proposed a nationwide public 
participation process for the BEIR VI1 review. Such a process is much to be desired. For a critique of 
the way standards for permissible exposure are set, see the reference to Rosalie BerteIl in note 12. 

L 
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possibility underscores the necessity for coming to a clear understanding regarding 
actinide migration in the environment. 

e scan dal of I?= Litaor s dis- 1 ' .  

One of the most disturbing events in the recent history of Rocky Flats was the 
dismissal of Iggy Litaor after he claimed to discover substantial migration of plutonium in 
the soil at Rocky Rats during the wet spring and summer of 1995. His fiding, which was 
based on real-time measurements taken on the site in the midst of a rain storm, countered 
the received wisdom that plutonium, once deposited in the soil, remains more or less 
immobile - a conclusion supported by his own previous work.4 
discovery flew in the face of DOE and Kaiser-Hill's plans for a quick "cleanup" and early 
closure of the Rocky Flats site. The significance of his finding, however, extends far 
beyond Rocky flats. If txue, it is of signal importance to all who live or work around 
plutonium-contaminated sites anywhere. 

As noted earlier, his 

How can we get the truth of what happened with the plutonium in the Rocky Flats 
soil in the 1995 rains and therefore of what might happen again here or elsewhere? We 
can't now get it from Litaor, since soon after his discovery of plutonium migration Kaiser- 
Hill terminated his contract. On learning of Litaor's dismissal, Prof. Niels Schonbeck of 
the Rocky Flats Health Advisory Panel (and now also of the RSAL Oversight Panel) wrote 
DOE urging that Litaor be retained in view of the far-reaching significance of his 
research. At the October 1995 meeting of the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board one of 
Schonbeck's students inquired about Litaor's status. Litaor's supervisor from Kaiser-Hill 
said full funding had been restored and his work was continuing. CAB members learned a 
month later that this was not true. Subsequently some funding was restored, and Litaor 
did additional work. But by this time his original project, with the team of graduate 
students doing primary research in the field, had been effectively destroyed and the 
researchers were dispersed. Litaor soon left the area without completing his research on 
plutonium migration. 

. .  or's assoc~at~on with Rockv F l a  
Iggy Litaor's assodation with Rocky Flats began when EG&G, former operator of the 

Rocky Flats faality, contracted Litaor to map plutonium deposits around the Rocky Flats 
site. Knowledgeable members of the public typically understood plutonium offsite in 
terms of a southeast plume first sketched in 1970 by P. W. Krey of the Atomic Energy 
Commission (DOE'S predecessor agency) and later adapted and modified by Carl Johnson,, 
then head of the Jefferson County Health Department.5 
hear from Litaor that he could find no well-defined plume, only scattered deposits and hot 
spots. If tme, this was good news to Rocky Flats management as well as to all who live or 
work around the site, for it indicated possibly less contamination than some had feared. 
Litaor made a convincing case for the veracity of his data. It helped that he published his 
findings in peer-reviewed journals.6 He rather quickly established a credibility with the 

It surprised some of these people to 

4M. Iggy Litaor et al, "Fate and Transport of Plutonium-239 + 240 and Americium-241 in the Soil of 
Rocky Flats, Colorado," Journal of Environmental Qualily 25 (1996): 671-683. 
%ee LeRoy Moore et al, Citizen's Guide to Rocky Rats (Boulder: Rocky Mountain Peace Center, 1992), 

GLitaor et al, "Plutonium-239 + 240 and Americium-241 in Soils East of Rocky Flats, Colorado," J. 
€nviron.Qual. 23 (1994): 1231-1239; Litaor, "Uranium Isotopes Dismbution in Soil at Rocky Flats, 
Colorado," ibid. 24 (1995): 314-323; Litaor, "Spatial Analysis of Plutonium-239 + 240 in Soils around 

' Rocky Flats, Colorado," ibid. 2 4  (1995): 506-516; eschange, ibid., 24 (1995): 1229-1231; Litaor et al, 
"Comprehensive Appraisal of 239 + 240 Pu in Soils around Rocky Flats, Colorado," Health Physics 69 
(1995): 923-935; Litaor and L Allen, "A Comprehensive Appraisal of 241 Am in Soils around Rocky 
Flats, Colorado," ibid. 71 (1996): 347-357; Litaor et al, "Fate and Transport.. . (1996) [see note 41; 
Litaor and S. A. Ibrahim, "Plutonium Association with Selected Solid Phases in Soils of Rocky Flats, 

pp. 18-19. 



public that is exceedingly rare for a scientist in the hire of Rocky Flats. His dismissal on 
the occasion of making a discovery that was bad news to Rocky Flats management 
therefore severely hurt relations with the affected public. 

. .  of the ACtlfllde Mw-n PWStudieS 
Though Litaor was unable to complete his own research on migration of plutonium 

in the soil at Rocky Flats, he succeeded in getting this issue on the agenda of people 
concerned with cleanup of the Rocky Hats site. In June 1996 Rocky Flats management 
appointed an Actinide Migration Panel composed of Bmce D. Honeyman of the Colorado 
School of Mines, Peter Hans Santschi of Texas A&M University, plus David R Janecky and 
David L Clark, both of DOE'S Los Alamos Lab. In October 1997 two new members, Jim Ball 
and D. Kirk Nordstrom, both of USGS, were added to the Panel's original four, and what 
once was called a Panel is now referred to variously as the Actinide Migration Studies or 
the Actinide Migration Investigation. 

Subsequent sections of this paper will point to numerous problems with the 
Panel/Studies. For starters, the reader is invited to consider: 

No public participation went into the selection process or into designing what should be 
examined by the Actinide Migration PaneVStudies. 

The Kaiser-Hill manager who misled the Citizens Advisory Board about Litaor continues 
to supervise the Actinide Migration PaneVStudies. 

Conflicts of interest appear in that two DOE employees are on the Actinide Migration 
Panel and companies responsible for Rocky Flats cleanup are involved in the Studies. 

. .  . .  on rev- the m l ~ ~ l ~ n  of w e  m h o n  Studies 
When first created, in the midst of the controversy surrounding Litaor's departure, 

members of the public had the impression that the mission of the Actinide Migration 
Panel was to critique Litaor's work. If such a critique was done, the results have not been 
shared with the public. 

Later, it became clear that the Panel's mission was to review the current state of 
knowledge regarding radionuclides in the environment so as to advise Rocky Flats 
management on remediation of the site. 

By June 1997 the Panel was expected to develop an understanding of radionuclide 
mobility sufficient "to build a defensible conceptual model that may guide remedial 
activities for Site closure."7 

Now we are told the Studies will determine whether plutonium and other radionuclides 
can or cannot move off the Rocky Flats site in the future. 

At a March 4, 1998, meeting a greatly expanded plan for the study was outlined, even as 
it was made clear that other aspects of this complex task of analyzing actinide migration 
will be added later. It appears that the mission of the Actinide Migration Study is being 
continuously enlarged to respond to public concerns - but without any direct public 
participation in the process, not to say public oversight. 

Confusion reFardinp-eline of the Studies 
When the Actinide Migration Panel was originally introduced to the public, it appeared 

that the Panel's work would be completed rather quickly; no one hinted that the project 
might take years. 

Now members of the RSAL Oversight Panel are told that the Actinide Migration Studies is 
a multi-year project and thus that definitive results from the investigation cannot be 
incorporated into an independent review of the RSALs. 

Meanwhile, everyone recognizes that definitive data on actinide migration is required 
for establishment of RSALs. 

* -  
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Colorado, Using Sequential Extraction Technique," J. h i r o n .  Qual. 25 (1996): 1144-1 152; Litaor et al, 
"The Behavior of Radionuclides in the Soils of Rocky Flats, Colorado," Journal of€nvironmenral 
Radioactivity 38 (1998): 17-46. 
7"Proposed Path Forward for the Actinide Mipt ion Studies" (June 1997), p. 2. 
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One of the reasons cited for Litaor's dismissal was the necessity of cutting costs. 
In June 1997 Mr. John Rampe, then DOE Rocky Flats manager for this work, told the 

author that one member of the Panel, Bruce Honeyman, was receiving S100,OOO per year 
for his work on this study. 

Costs for "General Actinide Migration Investigation" were recently revealed: 

amount given, since amounts for on-site expenditures are not available) 
FY 1996: $175,000 (all to subcontractors, that is, the Panel; the real cost exceeds the 

FY 1997: $200,000 ($50,000 on-site; $150,000 to subcontractors) 
FY 1998: $750,000 ($250,000 on-site; $500,000 to subcontractors) 
FY 1999: no budget figures have been provided 
FY 2000 no budget projections have been provided 

. .  fivsical transpor t versus ch emical SD eciation 
Members of the original Actinide Migration Panel seemingly came to Rocky Flats with 

their own agenda, namely, researching chemical speciation of radionuclides -- that is, 
trying to determine the chemical processes that enable plutonium and other radionuclides 
to migrate. Believing that plutonium in soluble form migrates more readily than the same 
material in insoluble form, they wanted to discover the conditions under which plutonium 
might appear in soluble form. 

The Actinide Migration Panel set out to determine the & for actinides in the Rocky Flats 
soil. & is "simply the ratio of the activity [disintegrations per minute] concentration of 
an element in the [less mobile] particle phase to the corresponding activity concentration 
in the [more mobile] 'dissolved' phase."g An element with a low & will be more easily 
dissolved and transported in water; an element with a high is more likely to be 
insoluble and thus not very mobile in water. 

The emphasis on chemical speciation points to what seems a crucial difference in 
approach between Litaor, who measured physical transport via erosion and near-surface 
throughflow, and the Actinide Migration Panel, which contends that a given 
radionuclide's movement depends on its chemical form in the environment. Based on his 
own speciation studies, Litaor estimated that 83 to 97% of the radionuclides that would 
migrate in water were in particle - that is, solid - form. He concluded that "the common 
use of & values in predicting the movement of radionuclides in the soil is que~tionable."~ 

0 

Confusionireg 
On August 20, 1997, Panel spokesperson and lead researcher Bruce Honeyman made a 

solo appearance to update the public on the Panel's findings. Emphasizing that his 
conclusions were preliminary, he said he was convinced that up to 909'0 of the plutonium 
in the Rocky Flats soil was chemically in organic form, the form in which it could most 
readily become soluble and thus be susceptible to transport.*O 
he thought he had found the mechanism by which substantive migration of plutonium in 

. .  a r d l n g s  of the In vesnvahoq 

He was clearly excited, as if 

8Bruce D. Honeyman and Peter H. Santschi, "A Conceptual Model of Pu Movement through W E E  Soils'' 
(May 26, 1997; Document # CSM-3-97), p. 2. 
9Litaor et a1 (1998): 44 [see note 6 for reference]. 
l o n e  "Record of Meeting Notes, Actinide Migration Status Report, August 20, 1997," contains the 
following exchange, beginning with remarks .addressed to Honeyman: 
It* Earlier findings indicated that plutonium in the environment was in an insoluble smte . . . , but now 
your data contradicts the earlier results and says that 90% of the plutonium is soluble. 

Honeyman: Yes, when you include plutonium with organic complexes, it can become very soluble, and 
under certain conditions the plutonium can become very mobile in that form 

Does this preliminary finding mean that the plutonium is going to move offsite in the long-term? 
Honeyman: Yes, but additional work is needed to determine the rate of movement" 



the soil at  Rocky Flats could occur.ll The great unknown, he said, is what initiates the 
mobility. 

Two months later, on October 28, Mr. Honeyman spoke again. This time he offered a 
totally different, more orthodox picture, one of plutonium's relative stability in the soil. 
This latter presentation coincided with the addition of new members to the Actinide 
Migration research team. That all six members of the team were in attendance led some 
from the public to speculate that Honeyman had been reined in. An alternate view is that 
on August 20 he had simply misinterpreted his results. 

Aware of credibility problems, Kaiser-Hill appointed Prof. Greg Choppin of Florida State 
University to serve as outside peer reviewer for the Actinide Migration Panel - a step 
taken again without any consultation with the affected public. 

A public meeting with Prof. Choppin occurred on November 19, 1997. In this meeting. 
Prof. Choppin was asked whether in his view the Actinide Migration Panel would be able 
to assure the affected public that h a m  from offsite plutonium exposure could be 
minimized because plutonium migration could be prevented. Saying he couldn't really 
answer this question, he launched into a sermonette to the effect that the public need not 
be concerned since there is a threshold for radiation exposure below which harm does not 
occur. He thus simultaneously e,xposed his bias and revealed his ignorance of the large 
body of scientific literature which shows that very low-dose e,uposure may be more 
hannful per unit dose than higherdose e,xposure.I2 He seemed completely unaware that 
he was discrediting himself with the very public whose trust he needs to win. 

To date, the work of the Actinide Migration research team has not been subjected to 
critical peer review by specialists outside their own self-selected inner circle. None of 
their findings have been published in professional peer reviewed journals. 
For Litaor's critique of the Panel's recent annual report see below. 

Members of the Actinide Migration Panel are not taking their own soil samples, but use 
samples collected by Rocky Mountain Remediation Services, LLC. (RMRS), one of Kaiser- 
Hill's on-site corporate subcontractors.13 The researchers, thus, do not control the 
material they analyze. 

llLitaor and Ibrahim (1996) [see note 6 for reference] earlier estimated that up to 65% of plutonium in 
Rocky Flats soil is associated with organic matter. They did not think this guaranteed its mobility. 
12For a concise statement, see the interview with Karl 2. Morgan, Director of Health Physics at DOE'S 
Oak Ridge Lab for 29 years, in Robert Del Tredici, At Work in che Fields of che Bomb (N.Y.: Harper & 
Row, 1987), pp. 132-134. Dr. Rosalie Bertell of the International Institute of Concern for Public 
Health, Toronto, simultaneously criticizes the way standards for permissible exposure are set and 
provides a wealth of information on effects from low-dose exposure in "Limitations of the ICRP 
Recommendations for Worker and Public Protection from Ionizing Radiation," prepared for the European 
Parliament, Brussels, February 5, 1998 (a copy !vi11 be provided on request). See also Bertell, No 
Immediate Danger (Summertown, TN: Book Publishing Co., 1985); John W. Gofman, Radiation C? Human 
Health( N.Y.: Pantheon, 1983); Cofman, Radiation-Induced Cancer from Low-Dose Exposure ( San 
Francisco: Committee for Nuclear Responsibility, 1990). One explanation for why harm from low-dose 
exposure may exceed that from higher doses was advanced by Canadian scientist Abram Petkau in 1972; 
see Petkau, "Effect of Na2r on a Phospholipid Membrane," Health Ph_vsics 22 (1972): 239-244, and 
Ralph Graeub, The Perkau Effect(N.Y.: Four Walls Eight Windows, 1994), pp. 86-101. Other 
researchers important on this topic include Alice Stewart, Ernest J. Sternglass, Thomas F. Mancuso, and 
Edward A. Martell (whose soil samples east of Rocky Flats after the May 1969 fire first brought off-site 
radioactive contamination from Rocky Flats to the public's attention). 
1 3 R M ~  is the name taken at Rocky Flats by a partnership between 05'0 companies, one of which is 
British Nuclear Fuels, Inc., a wholly-owned subsidiary of British Nuclear Fuels Limited (BNFL), a 
government-owned corporation created by the British government to operate Britain's military and 
civilian nuclear industry. BNFL, whose record of duplicity and damage is well documented, has never 
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been subject to the public scrutiny and regulatory oversight to which DOE has had to adjust in the 
U.S.A. hiore an agency of a foreign government than a private corporation, BNFL is a major mover 
globally on behalf of a plutonium economy, with all the nuclear-proliferation dangers this entails. Its 
claim to experience in the realm of nuclear remediation stems from its "cleanup" of a large uranium 
enrichment plant at Capenhurst in England. bly inquiries to BNFL as to whether there was any external 
regulation or independent review of the quality of the cleanup at Capenhurst went unanswered. 
Professor Anne Seller of the University of Kent in Canterbury made inquiries within Britain, only to 
learn that there's "no public record" of cleanup activities at Capenhurst BNFL's presence at Rocky 
Flats in the form of a subsidiary was never subject to pubic review, though such a review was requested. 
The information in this note is from a fact sheet I prepared in December 1994 (a copy will be provided 
on request). 
13Response to CDPHE Comments on Actinide Migration Documents, DCS-015-97 (August 5, 19971, p. 10. 
15M. lggy Litaor to LeRoy Moore, letter and attachments, dated January 11, 1998 (a copy will be 
provided on request). All quotations in this section of the text are from this letter. 
lG"Actinide Migration Studies Response to Comment Letter from Dr. bl. Iggy Litaor of Tei-Hai College, 
Upper Galilee, Israel, dated January 11,1998 (no date on the response documenr). All references in 
this section to responses to Litaor's critique are from this document. 
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A limited number of samples are taken and analyzed. The decision on the number of 

samples appears to  be driven primarily by c0st .1~ 

Neverthgless. the P w c l u d e s .  Dlutonlym does 
0 At a November 6, 1997, meeting and in their "Final Report" for FY 1997 (dated December 
15, 1997), the Actinide Migration study team concluded that plutonium transport is 
primarily by physical processes, such as particle transport down-gradient, which is 
precisely what Litaor claimed to discover. 

The Actinide Migration researchers also conclude that dominance of plutonium in the 
organic form (16 to 80%) "suggests that it has the potential for mobility over a greater 
range of environmental conditions than perhaps anticipated." 

V 

. .  n - r u u d e  I e M i u r n o n  research team 

"Final Report" on their work for FY 1997. Iggy Litaor provided a critiq~e,1~ to which the 
researchers rather quickly produced a response.16 Here are a few points from Litaor's 
critique and their response: 

The soil samples were not taken by the primary researchers but by a subcontractor, and 
the area from which the samples were taken was already "highly disturbed due to past RFP 
(Rocky Flats Plant] activities." In reply, those responsible for the Actinide Migration 
Studies identify the RMRS person responsible for taking the samples and say the samples 
were not taken from a disturbed area. 

The sampling protocol described in the report is "haphazard," a point denied by the 
Actinide Migration Studies personnel. They do say, however, that sample selection at the 
site was limited by the budget. 

A fundamental flaw in their experimental design is "the implicit assumption that the 
entire soil matrix is wet," a situation rare in reality. "Hence, the rC, 
as described by this report has little merit in the real soil environment." Those criticized 
say their work plan for FY 1998 will address Litaor's concerns. 

"The authors assume that all flow [off the 903 Pad area] reached the (C-21 settling pond. 
This is far from the truth." An unknown amount of plutonium never reaches the pond 
but gets trapped in the South Interception Ditch (SID). Failure to account for this means 
the authors greatly underestimated the amount of plutonium transported over the years. 
Their study thus provides a poor foundation for calculating "the potential of plutonium 
remobilization during normal and/or extreme events." The Actinide Migration Panel 
accepts this criticism and says future work will deal with material trapped in the SID. 

The authors' admission that mechanid erosion plays a bigger part in plutonium 
transport than geochemical processes "points to an internal flaw in their argument for 

On December 15, 1997, the Actinide Migration Investigation researchers released a 

experimental protocol 



a' further geochemical work." In response, the authors insist on the necessity for more 
geochemical modeling. 

Their report "is riddled with citing inaccuracies," which they acknowledge. 
In general, Jitaor's critique and the thoughtful response made to it by the Actinide 

Migration Studies researchers (the foregoing barely touches the issues raised and 
responded to) show the value of mutual criticism and independent peer review. 

Two members of the original Actinide Migration Panel are from DOE'S Los Alamos Lab. 
On March 4, 1998, it was revealed that more of the actinide migration research is being 
conducted at b s  Alamos. This constitutes a basic conflict of interest in that a public whose 
trust has already been severely violated is being asked to trust DOE personnel to study a 
DOE site and to produce results that will gain public confidence. 

A second conflict of interest lies in the fact that Kaiser-Hill, the contractor principally 
responsible for cleanup of the Rocky Flats site, administers the Actinide Migration Studies. 
Consider: 

Kaiser-Hill has shown itself inept at cleanup activity at Rocky Flats (e.g., it botched 

Kaiser-Hill nevertheless says it intends to achieve a rapid cleanup and closure of 

Kaiser Hill dismissed Iggy Litaor just as he made a discovery that flew in the face of 

Kaiser-Hill selected those doing the Actinide Migration Study as well as those 

A third basic conflict of interest occurs in that RMRS, one of Kaiser-Hill's corporate 
subcontractors for the cleanup at Rocky Flats, is integrally involved in the actinide 
migration research. As indicated above, their provision of soil samples means that the 
Actinide Migration Panel members do not control their own samples. This violates a 
fundamental principle of independent research. 

I the relatively simple T-3/T-4 Trench and Mound projects). I 

Rocky Flats. 1 
its plans for rapid cleanup of Rocky Flats. 

expected to provide external review. 

Public participation to date has been limited to spectator activities of attending 
public meetings and commenting on what is presented by "experts" chosen with no input 
from those affected by actinide migration. 

The essential question remains: To what extent might plutonium in the soil at 
Rocky Flats migrate? What happened with this material in the spring and summer of 
1995? How much moved and how rapidly? Under what conditions can this happen again? 
The affected public, including the Rocky Flats RSAL Oversight Panel, requires a clear, 
convincing response from researchers who inspire public tmst. 

Given the controversy surrounding this matter, and given the significance of the 
issue for all plutonium-contaminated sites as well as its special relevance to review of the 
Rocky Flats BALs, DOE should place the Rocky Flats Actinide Migration Study under the 
purview of the Rocky Flats S A L  Oversight Panel so that the Oversight Panel can review 
the mission of the Actinide Migration Study and oversee future work in this area through 
to completion. The goal of this review and oversight is to ensure that the Actinide 
Migration Study gains public confidence by eliminating conflicts of interest and by 
producing a genuinely independent study. This very likely entails combining chemical 
speciation study with the unfinished physical-movement study begun by Iggy Litaor. 
This study should include personnel able to work closely with Litaor to assess his findings 
and to see that the work he began is carried to conclusion by someone able to gain public 
trust. 

Short of a move like this, not only will we all remain ignorant about plutonium 
migration, but distrust will prevail, and the agencies responsible for cleanup of Rocky 
Flats will lack the support they need to develop the RSALs required for site cleanup. 

25% 
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Ms. Jessie Roberson, Manager 
DOE Rocky Flats 
P. 0. Box 928 
Golden, CO 80402-092 8 

P. 0. Box 11 56 
Boulder, CO 80306 
March 11,1998 

Dear Ms. Roberson: 

Dr. W. Iggy Litaor, a scientist who conducted research at Rocky Flats under 
contract to EG&G and then Kaiser-Hill, claimed to find significant migration of 
plutonium and other radionuclides in the soil at Rocky Flats in May 1995. 
Kaiser-Hill soon thereafter terminated his contract, so that not only was he 
unable to continue work in this area but he was also unable to prepare for 
publication the results of research already done. 

Litaor has expressed interest in returning to Colorado for several weeks this 
summer (July to September 1998) to complete papers on his earlier findings 
for publication. The enclosed proposal explains what he expects to accomplish 
and what it will cost. The affected public as well as people at the Rocky Flats 
site need to see the results of Litaor's work, especially because of their possible 
significance for cleanup of the Rocky Flats site. We therefore write to ask DOE 
Rocky Flats to provide $10,000 for Litaor to reNm to Colorado to complete this 
work in keeping with the enclosed proposal. Of course, we would also expect 
site personnel to cooperate with him in making available on-site resources he 
may need. 

We would appreciate having an answer to this proposal by not later than 
March 25, 1998. If you have questions, please contact LeRoy at (303)444-6981 
or FAX (303)444-6523 

Yours sincerely. 

Le &jj*%M OY M. ore. Ph.D. L e  
Niels Schonbeck, Ph.D. 
Chemistry Dept., Metro State University Rock) Min. Peace &Justice Center 

cc: Russsell McCallister, RFFO, Regulatory Liaison Group 
Steve Gunderson, CDPHE Rocky Flats Program 
Tim Rehder, EPA Rocky Flats Program 
Rep. David Skaggs 
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.a TO: Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 

HE: A Rcqucst for Atitlit ioniil Fiiiitiiiig for thc Complctioli of flic Slirtl! Entitlctl: "'l'lic 
Hylrogcochcmislry of Pluloniiim in Soils of Rocky Fliiis. ('olot-;itlo: A ('iisc Stiitiy in A h  aiircd 
Monitor ing Progriim" 

Tlic sludy oCthc Iivdrogcocliciiiislry or Pu in l l ic soils ol' Rock! H a i s .  PI;iiii I ~ i s  sl;irccd iii 1002. 'The wcl spriiig 
mid siiiiiiiicr of IO05 Ii;is cli;illciigcd our workiiig Iiypollicscs ;iiid cspcriiiicii1;il rcsults 10 d;ilc. cspcci:illy i n  
rcgnrd to Pu inobilily i n  tlic soil ciiviroiis. Uiirortuii;itcly. i l ic siiidy w:is 1criiiiii;ilcd iii mid-coorsc duc IO scvcrc 
biidgct rcdrictioii x i d  work-lorcc rccoiistniclioii iiiiposcd oii ilic Silc by l l ic Dcp;iniiictil o l  Eiicrgy (DOE). 
Scvcral iiionllis latcr. li i i i i lcd runding \viis givcii LO llic principal iiivcs1ig:ilor to writc up tlic rcsulis o l  tlic 
gcoliydrologicil iiivcstig;itioii. On July. I 990. I subiiiittcd ;I prcliiiiiiian. dr:ili lo DOE and K-H. Tlic i i iai i i  
findings of tlic sliidy \vas l l ic sigiiificant rcniobiliztioii o l  Pii (iip lo I billioii pCi) lroni tlic coiii;iiiiiii:iicd soils 
nroiiiid tlic YO3 ;irc;i towards Woiiim Crcck. 011 Scpicnibcr 20. IWO. DOE provided iiic \villi ;i rcvictv of ilic 
drrili wliicli .coiisistcd on 34 coiiiiiiciils and qucstions. I iricd lo ;iiiswcr iiiost of tlicsc coiiiiiicIiis. Iiowcvcr this 
cffort \vas scrioiisly haiiipcrcd by Ilk kick or I l ic iicccss;irl; s o h i r c .  110 :icccss to data bisc. ;iird 110 iccliirie:il 
support by tlic CIS laciliiy. RFEDS pcrsoiincl. niid oilicr cspcrts oii Siic. During tlic siliiiiiicr or l ~ 7 .  I spcni 2 
iiioiillis rcwriling llic prcliiiiiiiory dran lo ;i iii:iiiuscript lori l l  mid siibiiiiltcd i t  to Enviroiiiiiciital Sciciicc &, 
Tcclinologv. Early this ycnr. I Iiavc rcccivcd, tlic rcvicw wliicli rccoiiiiiicnds to dividc 1lic iiiaiiiiscript i i i lo two 
dilkrcnt papers: n grouiidwatcr iiiodcling aiid a gcocliciiiistry piipcr (SCC nttachcd rcvicw). Oiicc again. I ;in1 

l;iciag wi th tlic dilciiinia of bciiig away from l l ic S i k  with i rs vast rcsoiirccs to pcrforiii tlic task. Hciicc. I aii i  

subiiiittiiig tliis rcqrcst for lii i i i lcd ;idditioii;il fuiidiiig ;ind ~ I~ :~ :C .V .V  lo llic Sirc's rcsrpccs Io coiiiplclc l l i is 
iiiiporlanl pnpcr which sliould bc l l ic roiiiidiitioli for any fiiliirc work siicli ;is rccciilly iiItcliipIcd by I Iic 
Actinidcs Migration Study. 
Tlic followiiig ;ire tlic rcsoiirccs I must liavc i n  ordcr to succcssfiilly co'riiplclc l l ic p;ipcr: 
I. Dirccr access lo tlic following sofiwarc (or cquiwlciils) iiis1;illcd oii :i PC'issricd by DOE i i i id /Or  i l s  
coiitraclor: Visual Modflow. SPSS. Surlcr. Gralcr. Kr Micrsort Of icc.  A l l  tlicsc h i d y  cspciisivc soh\xrc  
pxkngcs (> $ X.000) Ii;i\c bccii purc1i;iscd by tlic Silc ovcr tlic ycirs lo supporl l l i i s  prqicct aiid ollicrs: 
2. Dircct and wsy ~CCCSS to a GIS I c c l i i i i d  supporl: mid 
3. Eisy ;icccss to grouiidwatcr mid gcoclicniicil data froiii RFEDS. 
Tlic rcquirciiiciit for cisy and dirccl ;icccss 10 soflwnrc. da1iib;isc and 1ccliiiic;il support x i i k i b l c  011 Silc iii:ikc 
llic rc-writing of tlic pnpcr lrorn ;I rcniotc loat ion dilTicuit il not iiiipossiblc. Hcncc. tlic bulk of iiiy rcqiicsl lor 
;idditioii;il fuiidiiig i s  lor tr:ivcL lodging and living cspcnscs wliilc i n  Coloriido. Bcc;iusc I alii ;I collcgc 
prolcssor thc bcst aiid tlic only tiriic I alii availablc lor such n loiig pcriod ;iway froiii lionic is tlic siiiiiiiicr 
iiioiillis (July to Scplciiibcr). 
Tlic rollowiiig is ;I brcikdowii of l l ic budgct rcqucst: 
T ~ i v c l  (Tcl-Aviv lo Dciivcr niid back) $ 2.000 
Rcnt (apartiiiciil in Bouldcr for two iiioiitlis) $ 2.000 
Livii ig Espciiscs: .% 3.000 
Ciir Rciil;il $ 2.001) 
Misccl1;incoiis s I.000 
Tot;il: s lO.000 

If you Iiavc iiiorc qiicstioiis rcgardiiig Iliis lcttcr p l ~ i s c  coiil:icl iiic by plioiic. Cis. or c-iii;iil. 

Siiiccrclv. I I 

Associate Prolcssor 
Dcp;iniiiciit of Biolccliiiology mid Emiroiiiiiciit;il Sciciiccs 
Tcl-H;ii Collcgc 
Uppcr Galilcc. 122 I O  
Isriicl 
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Review of Manuscript No. ES9708 18T-26-a-0 

Title: n e  Hydrogeochemistry of P!utonium in Soils of Rocky Flats, Colorado: A C u e  Study in 
Advanced Monitoring Program 

Authors: Litaor, Litus, Earth, Zika, Mofitt, Daniels and Illangasekare 

REVIEW 
The article did not present a sound case for the conclusions made. It is clear that the mobility of 
plutonium is a key issue for contaminated sites such as Rocky Flats. However, the amhors did 
not document the technical aspects of the work well before going on to a policy discussion on 
project funding. 

The work presented in ES9708 1 8T-26-a-0 is a sound extension of previous site work, with the 
new material primarily centering around the hydrologic model and the plutonium flux 
calculations. As such, I would very much like to see a spatial calibration of the MODFLOW 
model, often shown using a residual map that subtracts the calibrated model heads from the 
measured heads. Maps of hydraulic conductivity and boundary conditions are appropriate. As 
described on pages 8 and 9, there is much more heterngene* in the system than in the model. 
These data are fbdamental to model verification. Typically, a transient simulation of a pumping 
or slug test is also often performed as model verification. Figures 1 & 2 need improvement. At a 
minimum, there should be a schematic illustration of the conceptual mcdel being tested. 

I’m not couvinced that a model having a groundwater flux that is profoundly different from the 
observed flux is a calibrated model. The story isn’t told in being wnservative, but accurate. I 
also have a problem with altering boundary conditions on-the-fly, so to speak, as was described in 
the ln tidl paragraph on Page 11. This paragraph defmcs boundary conditions for an %tire 
slope” conceptual model, a logical extension of the calibrated model, but with no documentation. 
Other questions: what’s the uncertainty in Q’? What is the impact of a 30% change in the head 
differelice between the shallow and deep piezometers over the 6S-day simulation period? 

Regarding plutonium characteristics, the authors point to anaembic conditions favoring the 
mobility of plutonium. I agree in principte, but I am not convinced by tbe work. A lot of 
emphasis is given to amercbic conditions. Two data pcints, representing a 1.5 mglL decrease in 
DO end a 0.6 pH units drop in pH does not provide a clear pichue of anaerobic site conditions. 
The reader is not given eH measurements to work wi&. Tbr&= mechanisms for increased 
mobility are postulated, where do the author’s stand? Both Tables 2 and 3 need work to better 
tel1 the story, more geochemical data would be great. Table 2 is confusing, better column 
headings and units are neded, and the caption launches into new ground with a statement 
concerning the correlation of soil water Pu activity to soil Pu activity. Table 3 is poorly 
orgenized. A h e r  matrix of presentition is needed. 

Finally, the environmental implications section should have some reference to risk. Without 
context, the Pu ff ux numbers don’t have the needed barometer to understand the impacts. 

RECOMMENDATION 

I suggest that this submission be quickly turned into two separate articles. Article one shouId be a 
focused technical paper to R journal such as - Groundwater. A second article focusing on the 
policy of Pu monitoring can then be put together succinctly. The second article has greater value 

: > 
z~ 
c. 

+’ an &torial piece, based on welldocumented fact. 
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March IO. 1998 

Dr.  LeRoy Moore 
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
Box I 1.56, Boulder C.0 80306 
USA 

Dear Dr. Moore 

Rectmly, 1 b e  received a letter addressed to you written by Mr. Rusw\l McCdhter of' DOE 
which includes the response to my m i e r n s  to the prdiminaary draft ofthe Actinides Migration 
Studies. In s e n d  1 do not agree wiih their responses to my &rnmcnts. I sce little point in re- 
iterating my u n m t s  c x q t  highlightiny, s e v d  key points. 

I .  The soil sampling locations are h$dy disturbed! Thesc ate arc located on a sununit posiricrn of a 
toposequence with a well developed Mollic Eppipdon The lack of Lhis lagnostic horiain as 
appeared tiom thdr data as well as the -tion type and compoiiion of LLme k a h m  Ctcarly 
ind iahg  a disturbed sire. This fact has ban v d e d  by numerous field scurrshs by myself and 
0 t h .  I am sorry to drayj Ms. Annette &rose to this healed discussion since she his been my 
hvorite manager wtule 1 was cmployed by EWG.  HOWCV6. hcr field cx~cncc  m mi Safnphg 
is fimitcd at best. 1 have hard time to acccp( the iict that the P[s dkcted to trusf other party in 
sampling the soils on which thc entire investigatim depends on In the fbture. the PIS s h l d  be in 
the fidd while cemfied employees do the samphg SO hey can i d e  surc (firit they get what thw 
want. I am appalled by ttleir exuises hr staying in their comtbrtable officehhontory i n s t d  
of sampGr% or at least wpav;sing the sampbg d this Coaamim1ed de. 

0 

11. The Actinide Migation Study has adapted the approach that surfacc flow is the dominant 
iilechanism mntrolling Pu aansport and minimize the importance of near-surface flow as mggmd 
by Gtaor et ai. (in fcview). They are cornpkdy and perhaps intedoMUy ignocins prcviws Work. 1 
had a yaduate srudent who spent ctme ldng years studying mrt'ace flow U i k a  1%). We have 
um&cted o v s  100 hundrcd rain simulations and concluded that sudace h w  is less 'kprtant than 
near-surface ffow. In f a a  the surfscc flow of May 17, 1995 Ins b l e d  for & hours while 
visorous near-surface flow was sustainai fix &y I 00 days. 'This ma-surface tlaw ha$ gencratd 
at times and in variable l o c a t i ~ r ~  minimal .& flow that guickly was returned to a inode of near- 
surtice now. we iuve measured m momus lateral fltoc of 35 to 40 m.' m.a d'. This Surface: 
flow was w t e d  due to the bmhydmkx$cal conditions of the wntanlinakd hiR 8 f O d  the 903 
tip area. Failure to u n d e n d  this proass is a Warrental flaw in l ldr m a r c h  d&p.  

[ I t .  The Aainides Migation Study has admitted that physical processes arc &nnjnant but insisting 
in pursuing a g x x h w n i d  study to produce the eluske Kd values as well as YU Speciarion and 
determination of h oxidation stales. Most of thc Pu in tht: soil environs of RFP i s  nmwg in 
particle or larse colloidal forms. Hence, the speciation and oxidation state sludies are of great 
interest to the sciadfic community but with lisle immediate value IO the problems of the Sitc. .rhe 
Kd evp&ments are an arcrcke m fia;Iity apccially due to the lqe soil hetcrogmdy, and C W p k X  
How coditions characterized by multiplc partide s i x  distnhtion with rhc majority of  Vu moving in 
large partide size in both aembk and awmobiic &itions (Lltaor ct al., I WS, L-wor et al , in 
rwiew). 

. . .  



. . . .  
I\; Finally. the immediate soturion IO thc problem uf Pu rernthiiization acres ille soilxape around 
rhc 903 Lip a~ea is a detaild capture 7fine analysis that will he rupponed by ~hc  dijuncted mil 
monitming sysIem insralled in the field in 1992 that should be aiymmtcd by scv"al'pUmpiqj 
r d i a r i o n  wells that will prevent ihc geo-hydrological conditions that Itad to.* observed near- 
surface flow in 1995. Similar conditions may have ocarrrcd in A u w i  of I997 but rhc mniioring 
systcm was not operational and data were not collated. The water hat win be pun@ by the 
remediation wells will be treated on site before release back into the di-ainagc sysian: Thc timing of 
the remediation pumping will be r trolled by h e  advanced monitoring system already in place hut 
standing idle for the last 1-2 years. This.inimediate solution Will be in placc till a pcrmancrit solution. 
will be agreed upon. 

.. 

Please pas$ this correspondence to anyone you deem necessary. 

Sincerely yours, 

. -  
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a Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board and the 

Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 

Regarding 
Review of the Interim Soil( A C ~ ~ O W  Bevels boa the Cleanup of 

the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 

This agreement is made and execLited this - day of 
beween the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board ("CA6") and the Rocky Flats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel ("RFSALOP"). 

,1998, by and 

RECt TALS 

WHEREAS, stakeholders are concerned about achieving the safest leve! of 
cleanup of ccntaminsted soils a t  Rocky Flats and that the current "interim soil action 
level '* cleanup standards merit a review by a scieniifically-based independent pane!. 
and: 

WHEREAS. the  CAB, because of its long-standing and beneficial role in 
promoting public education regarding the Rocky Flats Environmenta! Technology Site 
and its status as a DOE-designated Citizen Advisory Board grantee, is an appropriate 
organization to serve as a grant requesting agency and fiscal vehicle for the 
administration of U.S. DO€ monies requited to assist the  Rocky Flats Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel. 

WHEREAS, The Rocky Fiats Soil Adion Level Oversight Panel Committse, as a 
community-based and independentfy established ad-hoc group, has requested that the 
CAB s e w  as the grant requesting agency for financiai administration of the DOE 
monies to be used for the review of the interim soi! action levels proposed by the RFCA 
principals for the clean up of Rocky Flats, and; 

WHEREAS, the U S  Department of Energy believes that the CAB is an 
appropriate fiscal vehicle for administraticn of the  grant and that the Rocky Flats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel will be the pdmary organbatiot? to provide overall 
guidance in achieving the policy and technical purposes of the grant, and: 

NOW, THEREFORE. In consideration of the premises and provisions hereof. the 
parties agree to this memorandum of understanding to de!ineate the roles and 
responsibilities of the CAB ar,d the Rockj Ffats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel, as 
follows: 



I. CAB Responsibilities: 

I ..A 
'J: 

/ ' I: b. ,157 Funds identified fcr cperating expsnses and eversight support such as 
.. . 

.. . .- , r.i,'meeiing notices. meeting facilitation, securing meeting locations and other 
;;;" 

i' d!' '\, , 

.. .. 
1 .  

. _ _  - .. ,. . 
-. . .  : '  . 1 :.$!+, normal public outreach functions (See Exhibit B). 

The CAB will make the grant request and be the grant administering agency to 
be awarded by the U.S. DOE Grant on behalf of the  RFSALOP. The CAB 
application will include the following elements: 

a, Funds identified for the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Technical review as 
defined in debil in the Scope of Work (Exhibit A). 

x (I' tc 

_. ) '  _ :  . . . .: . .  * L. ., u , ..,: , . _. :y 
\ . \!,[< AS 
,; '. '1 A, 

3 e::' 
1: $+" 

Contractors, travel and lodging costs. if contract personnel have to travel 
to Denver from outside the Denver Metro arsa. 

Miscellaneous grant administration duties: including funds pass through 
requirements , accounting duties, legal duties, periodic reporting and audit 
duties, per DOE requirements. 

y i/ \$ I .. : 4 
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d' Oversight Panel Responsibilities 

The Oversight panel will provide independent oversight and 
decision-making authority regarding implementation of the scope of 
work, selection of the scientific contractor, selection af the public participation 
contractor, oversight of the project, and completion of the final report and its 
distribution to RFCA decision-makats. 

3. 

4. 

Coordination between CAB and RFSALOP 

oversight panel and is empowered to approve .. _. project activities in 
consultation with the panel.. .7;-c'' ' ;.: :. :" 

' I  .-_-_, ,.! 

The Oversight panel will develop the !ine iiams fdrpkvision of technical 
services and pliblic cutreach and. ir! consultation with the Executive 
Director of the CAB, submit these elements to DOE as part of the Grant 
request. 

/ ?L:-;..> ; , ,<i,:--' . . . .  ..' . 
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b. 

Grant Request 

- @003, 

0 

0 

.- 

The requested grant amount is anticipated to be $500,000. The CAB Executive 
Director and ?he RFSALOB shall cocperatively deiermine the exact amount of 
the grant request. 



IN WITNES WHEREOF, the parties have caused this zgreernent to be duly executed 
on the day of ,1998. 

SOIL ACTION LEVEL OVERSiGHT PANEL 

BY 
Co-chair: Council member Hank Stovall. City of Broomfield 

BY 
Co-Chair: Mary Harlow, City of Westminster 

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 

BY 
Tom Marshall, Chairman, CAB 

BY 
Ken Korkia, Executive Director, CAB 





M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: To File 

FROM: Ken Korkia 

DATE: March9,1998 

SUBJECT: CAB Position on Becoming Contracting Agent for SAL Oversight Panel 

During Executive Session at its March 5 ,  1998 meeting, the Board discussed the possibility of 
becoming the contracting agent for the Soil Action Level Oversight Panel. The Board agreed that it 
would consider this role with the following caveats: 

The Board would accept the role only as the fiscal agent. CAB’S role would be limited to those 
actions necessary to manage the grant to include signing contracts, review of invoices, 
authorization of expenditures, and the receipt and transmittal of money. 
All other administrative functions such as facilitating meetings, preparing meeting minutes, 
preparing agendas, coordinating travel arrangements with the contractors, setting up and 
arranging for meetings, and other similar activities or functions would be the responsibility of 
the Oversight Panel. It is likely that the Oversight Panel will contract for these services with an 
outside provider(s). 
In meeting its fiduciary responsibilities as the grant recipient, the Board would need to approve 
all contracts for services, either for administrative or technical, entered into by the Oversight 
Panel. The Ovehight Panel would need to understand that all rules of procurement outlined in 
CAB’S by-laws and those of the Department of Energy as the grantor would need to be 
followed. Should the Oversight Panel choose to go with a sole source contractor, CAB would 
need to amend its by-laws. 
CAB would charge an admkistrative fee to cover the time spent by its staff in managing the 
financial matters associated with the Oversight Panel. It is estimated that this time would be 
four hours per week, divided between the CAB Boardstaff Coordinator and the Office 
Manager. Money also would need to be set aside for accounting services and to conduct an 
annual audit. Legal fees to develop contracts and to handle any disputes involved in the 
execution of the contracts also would need to be funded from this administrative fee. 
There will be no co-mingling of funds between CAB’S general operating account and the 
money received in grant for the Oversight Panel. Separate bank accounts will be maintained. 
Money to cover the administrative fee would be transferred from Oversight Panel grant account 
to CAB’s general operating grant account. All other expenses for the Oversight Panel will be 
drawn directly from its own grant account. 
The independence of the Oversight Panel will be maintained to the maximum extent possible 
with the exception of financial matters. Official contact between CAB and the Oversight Panel 
contractors will be limited to issues relating to invoices and other financial matters. 



. .  
Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OF=ICE 
P.O. BOX 928 

GOLDEN. COLORADO 8OJO2-0928 

- 5  15x2 

The Honorable Hank Stovall 
City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive 
Broomfield, CO 80020 

Mary Harlow 
City of Westminster 
6777 'West 88th 
Westminster, Colorado 80030 

Dear Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow: 

98-DOE-03320 

As you are aware, in response to Stakeholder requests. the Department of Energy (DOE) has 
committed to support an Independent Review of the Site's Interim Radioactive Soil Action 
Levels, which were agreed to by the parties to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
in 1996. This letter is written to reiterate information previously provided to you, and to 
respond to your letter of February 12, 1998, requesting $5,000 advance payment. 

Pursuant to our commitment, we have reviewed existing grant mechanisms for 
appropriateness to amend by attaching the scope of this independent review to a grant. Joe 
Legare reported to you on February 26, 1998, the results of this effort. This letter documents 
his verbal report. 

The consideration of the existing grants was guided by the interests expressed by you and 
other stakeholders to the DOE at previous meetings, and criteria that DOE believes are 
appropriate for any grant, and criteria specific to this grant. 

Those interests and criteria include: 

Timeliness - An existing grant was needed in order to expedite transferring funds to the 
review. 

Legal acceptability - Some existing grants may not lesally be appropriate. 

Locality - Preference was given to grantees in the State rather than those administered from 
out of State. 

Independence - The DOE believes that a grantee not associated with setting the Radioactive 
Soil Action Levels in question is preferable. This independent review in order to be most 
successful, must be credible to the largest possible set of Stakeholders, some of whom may 

I not be represented currently on your stakeholder group. In order that the results are not 



Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow 
98-DOE-03320 
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questioned by anyone in the future, a grantee independent of the Parties to RFCA is 
preferable. 

The DOE believes it is also important that you understand that under any grant vehicle, the. 
Oversight Panel will have no formal control over the funds. In addition, any grantee will be 
required to follow the procurement processes set forth in lOCFR600, including contracting 
for the scientific review. We are aware that your stakeholder group has developed and 
shared a statement of work. It is our understanding that this statement of work could be used 
in a grantee’s grant proposal. The grantee may also specify the continuing role of the 
Oversight Committee in the scientific review process in the grant proposal. The continuing 
relationship of any grantee with the Oversight Panel is between those entities and not DOE. 
As we have communicated previously, once the grant is released, we foresee very little 
direct involvement by DOE in the review. 

The DOE recognizes the need for a grant process with which all parties and stakeholders are 
comfortable. We were surprised with the negative response received last Thursday to using 
the Colorado Center for Environmental Management as the grant mechanism. As Mr. 
Legare explained to you, the Colorado Center for Environmental Management (CCEM) and 
the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) are the only grant vehicles of which we 
are aware which fulfill all the interests and criteria above. After the meeting, it is our 
understanding that you do not wish the Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) to proceed with 
approving a grant at this time. Let me reiterate that RFFO is prepared to provide funds for 
this effort within a few weeks of agreement on an administrative vehicle to administer this 
grant. We await your response as to whether you would prefer CCEM or RFCAB as the 
grant vehicle. Either is acceptable to RFFO. 

In response to your request for advance funding, DOE’S position has not changed since Joe 
responded to this issue several weeks ago. DOE is prepared to expeditiously transfer the 
money via grant once the grantee is chosen: However, we do not believe it is appropriate to 
provide funds outside of a formal grant mechanism. 

If you have any questions you may call me at 966-2025. 

Sincerely, 

]Jessie M. Roberson 
Manager 

cc: 
J. Legare, AMEC, RFFO 



903 Pad Remediation Schedule 
2/18/98 

Based on Accelerating Cleanup: 

N 1998 

Pi1 999 

903 Pad, Lip Area, 8 Associated Soils 5Q!L& aL 
9 0 3  & 

Focus on 2006 Draft Plan December 1997 c- 
Pre-remedial characterization of pad, lip area and americium zone 
Actinide Migration Study 

903 Pad Remediation Planning 
Actinide Migration Study 

N2000 
903 Pad VOC Removal 
- Excavatflreat subsurface VOC contaminated soils from pad area 

w2001 

N2002 

903 Pad Rad removal 
- Excavate americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

. 
903 Pad Rad Removal 
- Continue excavating americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

Evaluate statudsuffiiiency of data at the end of FY 1998 and 1999 to determine if 903 pad 
remediation should move forward. 

NOTE: This schedule assumes the remediation technology will be excavation. 

In fact, 903 pad characterization is in progress, and a final remediation 

approach has not formally been agreed to. 



Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board and the 

Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Overslght Panel 

Regarding 
Weview sf the Interim Soil Astien Levels for the Cleanup of 

the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 

This agreement is made and exectited this - day of 
beween the  Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (“CAB”) and the Rocky Flats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel (“RFSALOP”). 

, 1998, by and 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS. stakeholders are concerned about achieving the safest level of 
cleanup of ccntaminated soils at Rocky Flats and that the  current “interim sail action 
level ’’ cleanup standards merit a review by a scientifically-based independent panel, 
and: 

WHEREAS. the CAB, because of ifs long-standing and beceficiat role in 
promoting public education regarding the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
and its status as a DOE-designated Citizen Advisory Board grantee, is an appropriate 
organization to serve as a grant requesting agency and fiscal vehicle for the 
administration of US. DOE monies required to assist the  Rocky Flats Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel. 

WHEREAS, The Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel Committee, as a 
community-based and independently established ad-hoc group, has requested that the 
CAB s e w  as the grant requesting agency for financial administration of the DOE 
monies to be used for the review of the interim soi! action levels proposed by the RFCA 
principals for the clean up of Rocky Flats, and; 

WHEREAS, the U S  Department of Energy believes that the CAB is an 
appropriate fiscal vehicle for administration of the grant and that the Rocky Fiats Soil 
Action Level Oversight Panel will be the primary organization to provide overall 
guidance in achieving the policy and technical purposes of the Grant, and; 

NOW, THEREFORE. In consideration of the premises and provisions hereof, the 
parties agree to this memorandum of understanding to deiineate the roles and 
respocsibilities of the CAB and the Rocky Flats Soil Action Levei Oversight Panel, as 
follows: a 



1. CAB Responsibilities: 

The CAB will make the grant request and be the grant administering agency to 
be awarded by the U.S. DOE Grant on behalf of the RFSALOP. The CAB 
application will include the following elements: 

a. Funds identified for the Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Technical review as 
defined in dekil in the Scope of Work (Exhibit A). 

b. Funds identified for clperating expenses and eversight support such as 
rneeiing notices. meeting faciiita?ion, securing meeting locations and other 
normal public outreach functions (See Exhibit 8). 

c. Contractors, travel and lodging costs. if contract personnel have to travel 
to Denver from outside the Denver Metro arsa. 

d. Miscellaneous grant administration duties: including funds pass through 
requirements , accounting duties, legal duties, periodic reporting and audit 
duties, per DOE requirements. 

2. Oversight Panel Responsibilities 

The Oversight panel will provide independent oversight and 
decision-making authority regarding implementation of the scope of 
work, selection of the scientific contractor, selection of the public participation 
contractor, oversight of the praject, and completion of the final report and its 
distribution to RFCA decision-makats. 

3. Coordination between CAB and RFSALOP 

a. The Executive Director of the CAB will serve as the liaison with the 
oversight panel and is empowered to approve project activities in 
consultation with the panel. 

b. The Oversight panel will develop the !ine itams for provision of technical 
services and pubiic outreach and, ir! consultation with the Executive 
Director of the CAB, submit these elements to DOE as part of the Grant 
request. 

4. Grant Request 

The requested grant amount is anticipated to be $500,000. The CAB Executive 
Director ami ?he RFSALOB shall cocperatively determine the exact amount of 
the grant request. 



IN WITNES WHEREOF, the parties have caused this agreement to be duly executed 
on the day of , 1998. 

e 

SOIL ACTION LEVEL OVERSiGHT PANEL 

BY 
Co-chair: Council member Hank Stovall. City of Broomfield 

BY 
Co-Chair: Mary Harlow, City of Westminster 

C I T 1 ZE N S AOVl S 0 RY B 0 A RD 

BY 
Tom Marshall, Chairman, CAB 

BY 
Ken Korkia, Executive Director, CAB 

rploo.1 

. 



903 Pad Remediation Schedule @ 2/18/98 

Based on Accelerating Cleanup: Fo 

903 Pad, Lip Area, 8 Associated Soils 5QmuLx a ; L  

us on 2006 Draft Plan December 1997 

N 1998 
Pre-remedial characterization of pad, lip area and americium zone 
Actinide Migration Study 

N1999 
903 Pad Remediation Planning 
Actinide Migration Study 

N2000 
903 Pad VOC Removal 
- Excavatnreat subsurface VOC contaminated soils from pad area 

N2001 
903 Pad Rad removal 
- Excavate americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

FY2002 c 

903 Pad Rad Removal 
- Continue excavating americium zone, lip area, and pad area 

Evaluate statudsuffiiiency of data at the end of FY 1998 and 1999 to determine if 903 pad 
remediation should move forward. 

NOTE: 

In fact, 903 pad characterization is in progress, and a final remediation 

approach has not formally been agreed to. 

This schedule assumes the remediation technology w i l l  be excavation, 



The Honorable Hank Stovall 
City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive 
Broomfield. CO 80020 

Mary Harlow 
City of Westminster 
6777 West 88th 
Westminster, Colorado 80030 

Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 228 

GOLDEN. COLORADO 80402-0928 

98-DOE-03320 

Dear Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow: 

As you are aware, in response to Stakeholder requests, the Department of Energy (DOE) has 
committed to support an Independent Review of the Site's Interim Radioactive Soil Action 
Levels, which were agreed to by the parties to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
in 1996. This letter is written to reiterate information previously provided to you, and to 
respond to your letter of February 12, 1998, requesting $5,000 advance payment. 

Pursuant to our commitment, we have reviewed existing grant mechanisms for 
appropriateness to amend by attaching the scope of this independent review to a grant. Joe 
Legare reported to you on February 26, 1998, the results of this effort. This letter documents 
his verbal report. 

a 

The consideration of the existing grants was guided by the interests expressed by you and 
other stakeholders to the DOE at previous meetings, and criteria that DOE believes are 
appropriate for any grant, and criteria specific to this grant. 

Those interests and criteria include: 

Timeliness - An existing grant was needed in order to expedite transferring funds to the 
review. 

Legal acceptability - Some existing grants may not legally be appropriate. 

Locality - Preference was given to grantees in the State rather than those administered from 
out of State. 

Independence - The DOE believes that a grantee not associated with setting the Radioactive 
Soil Action Levels in question is preferable. This independent review in order to be most 
successful. must be credible to the largest possible set of Stakeholders, some of whom may 
not be represented currently on your stakeholder group. In order that the results are not 

0 
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Mr. Stovall and Ms. Harlow 
98-DOE-03320 
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questioned by anyone in the future, a grantee independent.of the Parties to RFCA is 
preferable. 

The DOE believes it is also important that you understand that under any grant vehicle, the 
Oversight Panel will have no formal control over the funds. In addition, any grantee will be 
required to follow the procurement processes set forth in 1 OCFR6O0, including contracting 
for the scientific review. We are aware that your stakeholder group has developed and 
shared a statement of work. It is our understanding that this statement of work could be used 

Oversigtit Committee in the scientific review process in the grant proposal. The continuing 
relationship of any grantee with the Oversight Panel is between those entities and not DOE. 
As we have communicated previously, once the grant is released, we foresee very little 
direct involvement by DOE in the review. 

. in a grantee’s grant proposal. The grantee may also specify the continuing role of the 

The DOE recognizes the need for a grant process with which all parties and stakeholders are 
comfortable. We were surprised with the negative response received last Thursday to using 
the Colorado Center for Environmental Management as the grant mechanism. As Mr. 
Legare explained to you, the Colorado Center for Environmental Management (CCEM) and 

. the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) are the only grant vehicles of which we 
are aware which fulfill all the interests and criteria above. After the meeting, it is our 
understanding that you do not wish the Rocky Flats Field Office ( W O )  to proceed with 
approving a grant at this time. Let me reiterate that RFFO is prepared to provide funds for 
this effort within a few weeks of agreement on an administrative vehicle to administer this 
grant. We await your response as to whether you would prefer CCEM or RFCAB as the 
grant vehicle. Either is acceptable to RFFO. 

In response to your request for advance funding, DOE’S position has not changed since Joe 
responded to this issue several weeks ago. DOE is prepared to expeditiously transfer the 
money via grant once the grantee is chosen: However, we do not believe it is appropriate to 
provide funds outside of a formal grant mechanism. 

. 

If you have any questions you may call me at 966-2025. 

Sincerely, 

Jessie M. Roberson 
Manager 

cc: 
J. Legare, AMEC, RFFO 
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ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING AP 

Name I Affiliation 

3IL 9, 1998 

b9t- 3358 
759- 535s 



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR APRIL 9,1998-REVISED 

DATE: APRIL 6,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, APRIL 9,1998, 4:OO-6:20 PM. 

Q 

0 

PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE IN MEETING LOCATION: 

Broomfield Senior Center-Lakeshore II Room. (The Broomfield RecreatiodSenior 
Center is located immediately East of the Broomfield Municipal Center. The Senior 

Center entrance is South of the Main Recreation Center Entrance) 

4:OO 
4:05 
4:15 

4:45 

5:15 

5 2 5  

5:30 
550 
5 5 5  

6:OO 

620 

REVISED AGENDA 

Introductions 
Co-chairs Update 
RFP Process 
0 EPA 

DOE 
0 Board Discussion 

Draft Administrative Services Contract 

Selection Process for Administrative hervices 

Facilitator Contract 

Public Comment 
Other TopicsEuture Agenda ItemdAction Items 
Next Meeting: April 23, 1998- City of Arvada 

Executive Session-(with Panel approval at the meeting) To discuss the 
relationship betlveen the Actinide Migration Group and the RFSAL 
Oversight Panel 

Adjourn 



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR APRIL 9,1998-REVISED 

DATE: APRIL6,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, APRIL 9,1998, 4:OO-6:20 PM. 

PLEASE NOTE THE CBWiGE Cy 3BETING LOCATION: 

Broomfield Senior Center-Lakeshore II Room. (The Broomfield RecreatiodSenior 
Center is located immediately East of the Broomfieid Municipal Center. The Senior 

d 4 : O O  
d 4:05 
d 4 : 1 5  

e 5:40 
e 5:50 

5:55 

6:OO 

620 

Center entrance is South of the Main Recreation Ceiter Entrance) 

REVISED AGEhiDA 

Introductions 
Co-chairs Update 
RFP Process 

EPA ~~~’ 
u/ D O E ~ ~ S S - ~ ~ &  h 5 - e  
d Board Discussion 

Draft Administrative Services Contract 

Selection Process for Administrative Services 

Facilitator Contract 

Public Comment 
Other TopicsEuture Agenda Items/Action Items 
Next Meeting: April 23,1998- City of Arvada 4; 00 - 7 :&O 

Executive Session- Y with Panel approval at the meeting) To discuss the 
relationship between the Actinide Migration Group and the RFSAL 
Oversight Panel 

/1A ,P iuz -ihXm.$elcl 4:c9-7:m7nq 

Adjourn 
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I DRAFT 

+ - kEQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO PROVIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 
SERVICES TO THE ROCKY FLATS SOIL ACTION LEVEL OVERSIGHT PANEL 

A. Purpose 
The Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RSALOP) was organized to obtain 
an independent, scientific review of the interim Soil Action Levels set at the Rocky 
Flats Environmental Technology Site. The RSALOP will meet over the next year to 
oversee this review. The organization desires to contract with a firm to provide 
administrative and secretarial services for the duration of the review. 

B. Issuing Organization 
This request for proposals is being issued by the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board 
(RFCAB) which is acting as the contracting entity for the Oversight Panel. Any inquires 
regarding this RFP should be addressed to? Proposals should be sent to Ken Korkia, +b-k 
C. Duration ,of Contract 
The contract period will be one year from the date of contract signing unless canceled 
earlier by the RFCAB. Reason for cancellation (1) instruction from the Oversight Panel 
(2) the oversight panel is no longer in existence. Such cancellation will be with thirty 
(30) days notice . 

%b-mQ!. 

Scope 

Work Sessions - 18 meetinlqs 
The contract will be based on payment for hours actually worked and materials used in 
the course of the work. Materials will be billed at actual cost incurred plus an add-on. 
The contract will specify the amount for direct costs. 

e 
The scope of projected work will consist of the followi.lrg: 
1. Record of Meetings: The contractor will provide equipment for and tape record the 

complete proceedings of the work sessions. These tapes will be stored until the 
end of the project when they will be returned to the RFCAB for archiving. 

2. Minutes of the meetings will be prepared covering the major points of discussion, 
and-all motions and decisions. Any available notes, outlines or view-graphs from 
formal presentations made to the panel will be included in the minutes 

3. Approximately one week before a scheduled meeting, the contractor, working with 
the steering committee will collect, copy and mail to each member a packet 
consisting of a notice of the meeting, an agenda, draft copies of any motions, 
letters or other business to be decided at the meeting and any other material 
deemed appropriate by the steering committee. 

4. Act as a clearing center for communications to panel members to include 
distribution of faxes and -mail, mailing of materials, and phone messaging. 

,dsb , . . . . . -. 



5. Gther administrative duties may be required from time to time beyond the specific 
scope items. 

6. Consultant will be required to meet for consultative purposes with project managers 
and Steering Committee of RSALOP once or twice per month. 

7. The bidder will handle travel arrangements needed during the consultant 
selection and review process 

Public Meetings - 3 
Three public meetings are anticipated. The contractor will be expected to prepare, 
under the direction of the RSALOP, printed materials for these meetings. A mailing of 
approximately five hundred invitations is anticipated. 

1. Contractor will arrange for meeting space and prepare materials for the public 
meetings. 

D. Equipment Requirement 
The bidder will have access to the following types of equipment: 
1. Computer with word processing capability. 
2. Facilities to send and receive e-mail. 
3. A fax machine 
4. A scanner capable of scanning documents and graphics. 

- -- . - _-- 

5. A copier machine capable of making up to several thousand copies per month. 
6. A telephone with voice messaging. 

- 
E. Schedule of Activities: 

RFP mailed to prospective bidders 
Mandatory bidders meeting 
Proposal submission dealine May 15,1998 
Bid selection May 22,1998 
Contract finalized and start of work 

May 1,1998 
May 8,1998 1O:OO a.m. 

June 1 , 1998 

F. Content of Proposal: 
At a minimum the proposal must address the following: 
1. Statement of qualifications including reference to past experience with similar work. 
2. Three references. 
3. Statement of capacity to accomplish the work, staff experience/education. 
4. Current project workload. 
5. Statement of how you would accomplish the work 
6. Project Management - statement on quality control factors, assignment of staff 

responsibilities 
7. Description of the accounting system to be used for tracking costs and preparing 

itemized statements for billing of services to RFCAB. 
8. Description and age of equipment to be used to perform work functions. 
9. A statement of the fully burdened hourly rates including provision for profit for the 

various types of work proposed. 



0 
, 30. The add on or overhead rate for materials purchased. 

11. The terms of payment. 

G. Selection Criteria and Process 
Proposals will be reviewed by the Executive Committee of the RSALOP with Ken 
Korkia of the RFCAB serving as a member of the selection Committee. A proposal 
may be accepted as submitted by the selection committee or it may elect to negotiate 
with one or more proposers. 

Selection Criteria: 
Proposals will be evaluated on the basis of the content proposal. 

Eva I ua t i on Criteria 
Specific Proposal Scorinq Criteria. 

The following point system will be used in scoring the proposals. Points listed are 
maximum in each category. Proposers will submit three (3) copies of proposals. 

/ 
\ 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Statement of qualifications including reference to past experience with similar work. 
(10 PtS) 

Three references with previous client satisfaction statements .( 5 pts) 

Statement of capacity to accomplish the work, staff experience/education. (1 Opts) 

Current project workload.(5 pts) 

Statement of how you wduld accomplish the work (15) 

Project Management - statement on quality control factors, assignment of staff 
responsibilities. (1 5) 

Description of the accounting system to be used for tracking costs and preparing 
itemized statements for billing of services to RFCAB. ( IO)  

Description and age of equipment to be used to perform work functions. (5) 

A statement of the fully burdened hourly rates including provision for profit for 
the various type of work performed. ( I O )  

I O .  The add on or overhead rate for materials purchased. ( I O )  

11. The terms of payment. L 

The review team will review and ev hate all prop0 Is 
using the criteria described above. The review team reserves the right to reject any or 
all proposals at its sole discretion. 
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1. Notification Ken Korkia (RFCAB), member of the review team will notify those 
proposers who are selected for negotiation or interview. All proposers who are not 
selected will be notified in writing. 

Negotiations and Interviews The selection team may elect to conduct negotiations or 
interviews either sequentially or simultaneously with all proposers selected. Concepts 
and ideas developed by any proposer's or during negotiations may be discussed with 
all proposers, However, each proposer's documents and pricing will be held in 
confidence by the Review Team to the extent allowed under law applicable to recipients 
of federal grants. 

J.Disposition of Proposals. Submitted proposals shall not be returned and shall 
become the property of the RFCAB. 



0 1. Corporate Technical Experience , 

P a g e  109 

(20 points) 

Section L 

The offerors technical propcsal shall clearly demonstrate the 
corporate technical experience in 1i.ti.gation support, both in pre- 
trial investigations and information gatheringl as well as in trial 
support experience. In addition, pertinent contracts and. projects 
should be cited. Information f o r  t h e  prime contractor and for- each 
subcontract team member, -if any, should be addressed in each 
t ec hn i c a 1 cr i t er i a. 

2. Technical Approach ( 7 5  points) 

T h e  o f f e r o r  shall clearly demonstrate the ability to conduct the 
technical work activities to be performed under this contract 
through the performance o f  recent contracts o f  similar scope. 
This shall include demonstrated ability to per+orm the tasks 
outlined in the SOW f o r  each o f  the following areas: 

a) 
b )  

C )  
d )  
e) 

developmenf o f  evidertce o f  potential liability 
comprehensive reviews of business records 
and financial analyses 
conducting interviews and investigations 
title searches 
data management, document storage and retrieval 
negotiation support 
c o s t  recovery support 
workplan evaluation and verification 
provide qualified experts 
community .i.e 1 at i ons 
other EPCI support 

MANAGEMENT 

1. Corporate nanagement Experience (23 points) 

The ofeeror’s management experience and capability should include a 
demonstration o f  corporate experience and capability to undertake 
and effectively manage both the technical and financial aspects of 
managing a multi-disciplined service contract o f  h i g h l y  skilled 
interdisciplinary teams performing in numerous locations. Provide 
experience under recent contracts of comparable scope and complexity 
to that specified in this solicitation. Demonstrate successful 
management of projects requiring q u i c k  start-up and short turnaround 
deadlines. The o f f e r o r ’ s  management experience and capability 
should include a demonstration o f  corporate experience and 
capability in t h e  areas o f :  cost control/schedule control; 
operation and system design; case/pro ject analysis; and, records 
management. The proposal should include examples o f  past experience 
o f  problem identification and resolution. The offeror shall include 
the following information on specific, relevant contracts: 

asq 
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-title, contract number Grid client 
-client Project Officer's name and telephone number 
-abstract 
-total funding and level If subcontracting (list major 

-period of performance 
-name and current seiepnone number o f  client:' technical project 

-management structure 
-financial tracking 
-work plan 
-met h od o 1 og i es 
-any accomplishments or controversial issues that arose during the 

subcontractors) 

officer(s1 

course of the contract 

2. Management Plan (35 points) 

a) Lines o f  Authority and Communication ( 5 )  

The offeror's management plan should clearly detail the lines of 
authority and communication 3etween staef and aanagement. 

b )  Problem Resolution ( 5 )  

'The management plan should detail how the management structure 
will identify and resolve potential problems that might arise during 
mobilization and during contract performance and their 
responsiveness to meeting changing needs, including procedures that 
will b e  used to resolve conflicts on a short turnaround basis. The 
offeror should also demonstrate the commitment o f  the corporate 
management of the subcontractorts) to the contract and to problem 
identification and resolution. 

c )  Financial ilanagement 

The management plan should detail how the offeror will monitor and 
insure that the actual mobilization costs incurred during contract 
performance do not exceed *he estimated mobilization costs contained 
in the offeror's cost proposal. 

The proposal should describe the management approach for monitoring 
and insuring that team subcontractors, if any, submit invoices in 
accordance with Section G of the RFP. 

d )  Cost Forecasting and Tracking ( 9') 

The proposal should detail the cost forecasting and tracking effort's 
associated with the mobilization requirement, including relocation 
of key personnel. -The proposal should demonstrate %he approach.for 
insuring that the monthly report will reflect up-to-date information 
including consideration o f  monthly billing cycles and accuracy of 
cost projections. 
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Section L 

e )  Quality Assurance Program Plan 

The proposal should include the quality assurance program plan 
described in Section L for insuring that documents preoared b y  the 
offeror (both Cor program and project p u ~ p o s e s )  are complete, 
accurate and delivered on tine. 

f )  Organization Plan ( 5 )  

The proposal must state whether the offeror will maintain an office 
within 50 miles of the Regional office or whether the office f o r  
performing this contFact uill be located elsewhere. The p r o p o ' s e l  
should identify location o f  the corporate headquarters, regional 
offices and other offices T h e  offeror's proposal should provide 
appropriate organization charts showing the overall organiiation O f  

your firm and subcontractors, the proposed project organization 
showing the names and positions of personnel to be assigned t o  the 
contract workr and indicating how t h e  proposed project organiratlon 
relative t o  your home office organization will function, including a 
discussion of management talent and procedures t o  be applied t o  
a s s u r e  successful completion o f  work. The proposal must identify 
which personnel uill Se located in t h e  Denver office, if proposed ,  
and identify the personnel located elsewhere. 

g )  Mobilization P l a n  ( 5 )  

The offeror's proposal should describe the mobilization plan for 
personnel staffing and relocation. (Number o f  in-house personnel8 
number o f  new hires, number of relocations. 1 The offeror's proposal  
should describe the procedures that will b e  employed to provide the 
required personnel t o  perform the work assignments issued under the 
contract and the procedures to insure that during contract 
performance ang personnel no longer available for this contract Will 
be replaced b y  qualified and quality personnel. 

REPORTS FUNCTION ( 5  Points) 

The proposal should describe the offeror's systems approach and 
personnel, including team subcontractor(s1, if any, proposed fop  
maintaining a data base ? o r  reports that can delivet- the Financial, 
management, technical and administrative reports specified in 
Section F and Section G. 

PERSONNEL ( 4 9  Points) 

1. Labor M i x  Matrix (20) 

Provide a matrix b y  task o f  l a b o r  categories and the proposed labor 
m i x .  Demonstrate how the nix conforms with and substantiates the 
technical approach. 

2. Technical Key Personnel ( 5 )  
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Section L 

0 The offeror should idenTiiy .the technical key personnel responsible 
for potentially responsible party searches, negotiation support, 
expert/Iitigation support, and cost recoveru Support. The proposal 
should demonstrate t h e  ability c?f technical k e y  personnel % o  direct 
the technical staff and ensure that the technical staff personnel 
provide quality w o r k .  

The proposal should describe the demonstrated ability o f  the 
proposed technical key gersonnei. The proposal should provide as an 
attachment a resume For each of the key personnel named on the 
project organization chart. The resumes should clear3y show: 
proposed job title; academic qualifications and dates taereof; 
complete experience record showing title and specific duties, 
responsibilities, and assignments b y  years, beginning with the 
present and working backwards; indicate what positions uere h e l d ;  
and, indicate fully the responsibilities the key personnel had in 
connection with any projects relevant to fhis statement of work. 

The proposal should demonstrate the technical key personnel's 
relevant experience and working understanding, including both the 
technical and practical aspects, of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Toxic 
Substances Control A c t  and t h e  Comprehensive Environmental Response# 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) (Superfund), as 
amended b y  the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act o f  1985 
(SARA 1. 

3. Technical Staff Personnel ( 3 )  

The technical staff personnel is defined a s  professionals other than 
technical key personnel, including mid to Junior level professionals 
that will perform the day-to-day tasks required b y  work assignments. 

Resumes f o r  technical staff personnel should be provided as 
attachments to this section and should clearly show: proposed job 
title; academic qualifications and dates thereof; complete 
experience record showing title and specific duties, 
responsibilities, and assignments b y  years, beginning with the 
present and working backwards; indicate what positions were held; 
and, indicate fully the iunctions the technical personnel had in 
connection with any projects relevant to this statement o f  work. 

4. Management Hey Personnel ( 5 )  

The proposal should describe the demonstrated ability of the 
proposed key management personnel that will manage and coordinate 
the activities of both the multi-disciplined technical key 
personnel, technical stai? and the reports function staff. 

The proposal should provide as an attachment a resume for each of 
the ke y  personnel named on the project organization chart. The 
resumes should clearly shou: proposed Job titlei academic 
qualifications worth9 o +  rating; complete experience record showing 
title and specific duties, responsibilities, and assignments b y  
years, beginning with the present and working backwards; indicate 
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what positions were h e l d ;  ini, indicate f u l l y  the responsibilities 
the k e y  personnel had in connection with any p r o ~ e c t s  relevant to 
this statement zf uork. 

The proposal s h o u l d  d ~ c c r i b e  the demonstrated ability of the 
prclposed key management gersonnel to manage cost control and 
schedule contral. 

5 .  Reports Function Keg. Personnel ( 5 )  

The proposal should dsscribe the quality, and demonstrate ability of 
the proposed reports function key personnel to provide the invoice5 
and reports specified in Sections F and G of t h e  RFP. The proposal 
should provide as an attaccr;,ent a resume for each o f  the key 
personnel named on the project organization chart. The resumes 
should clearly show: proposed j o b  titlei academic qualifications 
and dates thereof; special qualifications worthy of rating; complete 
experience record showing title and specific duties, 
responsibilities. and assignments b y  years, beginning with the 
present and working backwards; indicate what positions were held; 
and, indicate f u l l y  the responsibilities the key personnel had in 
connection with any project relevant to this statemenf o f  work. 

6. Availability o f  Key Personnel ( 5 )  

The proposal should address the availability of the proposed key 
personnel and the percentase of time allotted for the proposed 
k e y  personnel to work under this contract. The proposal should 
include a commitment letter f o r  each key personnel which includes 
direct salary, relocation costs to be paid b y  the offeror to the 
individual, percentage o +  tine available to perform under this 
contract and date available to start performing under this contract 
and any contingencies. 

( b )  Cost o r  pricing proposal instructions. 

Y o u r  cost or price proposal shall h e  specificJ complete in every 
detail, and separate f r o m  your technical proposal. 

( 1 )  General - Submit cost or pricing data on SF 1411, Contract 
Pricing Proposal Cover Sheet, prepared in accordance with FAR 15.804 
and the following: 

( i )  Clearly identify separate cost or.pricing data 
associated with any: 

( A )  Options to extend the term o f  the contract; 

(B) Options f o r  the Government to order incremental 
quantities; and/or 

(C) Major tasksJ if required b y  the special instructions. 
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0 You may indicate fhe'above cost o r  price detailed data in 
narrative f o r m  3r on a spread sheet, provided that all cost or 
pricing data is adequately and clearlq described. Place 
recap/summary information on the SF 1411. 

( i i )  Clearly identify all costs and data in support o f  the 
proposed c ost/pr i c  e. 

( i i i )  Submit a current financial statement, including a 
balance sheet and a stafeeent of profit and l o s s  i o 7  the last 
completed fiscal year. Specify resources available to perform the 
contract without assistance from any outside source. If sufficient 
resources are not available, indicate in your proposal the amount 
required and t h e  snticipated source (i.e.> bank loans, letter or 
lines o f  credit, etc. 1 .  

(iv) If other divisions, subsidiaries, a parent or . 

affiliated companies will perform w o r k  o r  furnish materials under 
this proposed contract, please provide the name and location o f  such 
affiliate and your intercompany pricing policy. 

( V I  I f  the contract schedule includes a "Fixed Rates for 
Services" clause, please provi.de in your cost proposal a schedule 
duplicating the format in the clause and include your proposed fixed 
hourly rates per labor category for the base and any optional 
contract periods. 

(vi) If t h e  contract includes the clause a+, EPAAR 
1552. 232-73 "Payments--Fixed-Rate Services Contract, '' o r  the clause 
at F A R  52.232-7 "Payments Under Time and Materials and Labor Hour 
Contracts," include in your cost proposal any burden rate you will 
apply to materials, other direct costs, or subcontracts. The 
Government will include +,he burden factor a5 part of its cost 
proposal evaluation. 

( 2 )  Direct Labor 

( i )  Attach support schedules indicating types or categories 
o f  labor together with labor hours for each category, indicating 
rate of compensation. Indicate the method used in computing the 
labor rate. If individual labor rates are proposed, give employee 
names. 

( i i )  Indicate whether current rates or escalated r a t e s  are 
used. If escalation 15 included, state the degree (percent) and 
me thodo 1 ogy. 

( i i i )  State whether any additional direct labor (new hires) 
wi 11 be required during the performance period of this acquisitibn. 
I f  S O ,  state the number Tequired. 

(iv) Uith respect to educational institutions, include th? 
following information for those professional staff members whose 
salary is expected to be covered b y  a stipulated salary support 
agreement pursuant to OPlB Circular A-21. 
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( A )  indivtdu31’s name; 

( B )  Annual salary and t h e  period for which the salary is 
app 1 i c a b  lei 

(C) List o i  other research projects or proposals f o r  
which salary is sllocated, and t h e  proportionate tine charged t o  
each; and 

(D) Other duties, such a s  teaching assignments, 
administrative a s s ~ g n n e n c s ~  and o t h e r  institutional activities. Show 
the proportionate :;me znarged to each. 

(3) Indirect costs (overhead, general, and administrative 
expenses 1. 

U n l e s s  your p r o p o s e d  :?direct ratets) have recently been accepted 
b y  a contracting sgency o f  the Government, provide de.tailed 
supporting conputatlons. These computations may include historical 
as well as budgeted d a t a .  Indicate whether your computations a r e  
based upon historical o r  projected data. 

(4) Travel expense 

Attach a schedule illustrating h o w  travel was computed. 

( 5 )  Consultant service. 

Identify the contemplated consultants. State the amount U P  
service estimated to be required and the consultant’s quoted daily 
or hourly rate. 

(6) When the cost of a subcontract is substantial ( 2 5  percent 
o f  t h e  estimated contract value o r  B 1 0 1 0 0 0 ,  whichever is 1ess)s 
include details o f  subcontract costs in the same format a s  t h e  prime 
Contractor ‘5 costs. 

(7) Other direct costs. 

Attach a schedule illustrating how other direct c o s t s  w@Pe 
computed. 

( c )  Facilities and special equipment, including tooling. 

( 1 )  I f  special purpose facilities or equipment is being 
proposed’ provide a description o f  the items, details o f  t h e  
proposed cost including competitive prices, and a justification as 
t o  why the Government should furnish the equipment or allow its ‘ 
purchase with contract Funds. 

( 2 )  If fabrication b y  the prime Contractor is contemplated8 0 include details o f  material, labor, and overhead. 

(3) Identify Governnent-owned property in the possess’ion O f  the 
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offeror or proposed to b e  used in the performance of the contract, 
and the Government agency which has cognizance over the property. 

L.15 A D D I T I O N A L  R E F R E S E N T A T I O N S ,  C E R T I F I C A T I @ N S ,  
AND STATEPEPITS @F C F F E R C R S  WHOSE PRGPOSALS 
ARE I N  THE C O M P E T I T I V E  RANGE 
(EPAAR 1552. 21 5-79 1 ( APR 1984 1 

An o f f e r o r  whose proposal is determined to be within the 
competitive range will be requested to: 

(a1 Certify the validitq o f  all General Financial and 
Organizational Information ( G F O I )  currently on file at EPA; 

( b )  Update all outdated GFOI on file. at EPA; or 

( c )  Provide all GFOI which may be required and w h i c h  has not been 
previously provided. 

L. 16 TECHNICAL Q U E S T I O N S  (EP52. 215-110) (APR 1384) 

Offerors must submit all technical questions concerning this 
solicitation in writing to the contract specialist. EPA must 
receive the questions no later than 15 calendar days after the dat 
o f  this solicitation. E P A  will answer questions which nay affect 
offers in an amendment t o  the solicitation. E P A  will not reference 
the source o f  the questians. 

L.17 RELEASE O F  COST OR P R I C I N G  PROPOSALS 
O U T S I D E  THE GOVERNMENT FOR A U D I T  
(EP52. 215-1151 ( M A R  1989) 

Cost or pricing proposals submitted in response to this 
solicitation nay be released outside the Government for audit 
purposes regardless o+ whether information contained in such 
proposals has been claimed or determined to be business 
confidential. I f  an outside audit is obtained, the non-Government 
auditor shalX use the information only f o r  audit purposes; shall not 
disclose any information in the proposals to anyone other than 
authorized EPA employees uithout the prior written approval af the 
Assistant General Counsel responsible f o r  information law matters; 
and shall return all copies of proposals, as well as any abstracts, 
to the Government upon completion o f  the audit. The non-Government 
auditor shall obtain a written agreement f r o m  each of its employees 
with access to the proposals to honor these limitations prior to 
allowing the employee access. 

.- . 



PROPOSED TECHNICAL EVALUATION STRATEGY - 

The program recommends that the following process be utilized to quickly and efficiently 
evaluate the qualifications of Offerors under this procurement: 

I. WRIlTEN PROPOSAL 

Written proposals should consist of four sections: LManagement Approach, Key Personnel, 
Corporate Experience, and Past Performance, which are each linked to the corresponding 
evaluation criteria detailed in provision M.3 of this RFP. Further detail on the format and content 
of the requested information is discussed below. 

A. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

The written technical proposals shall be prepared using the following guidance: 

1. L e n d  

The maximum length of the written technical proposals shall be l i t e d  to 50 typewritten 
pages (25 double sided pages; anything in excess of 50 typewritten pages will not be considered) 
on 8 1/2" x 11" paper, using no less than 10 point character size and no less than an average of 
3/4" all around for margins. The following items are exciuded f?om the above stated page 
limitation: letters of transmittal, cover page, table-of-contents, dividers, and briefing charts 
(maximum 20 pages of charts) to be used in the sample work assignment segment of the oral 
presentation. Resumes and Past Performance Questionnaires are not excluded fiom the above 
stated 50 page limitation. Foldout pages are considered as the total number of 8-1/2 by 1 1  inch 
pages or fractions thereof that they fit. Offerors are strongly urged to be as succinct, clear and 
concise as possible in writing the proposal and adhering to the recommended page limitation. 
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2. Ormnization 

Offerors are advised to supply all information in the sequence and format specified below. 
The Offeror's proposal and supporting documentation must provide a sufficient basis for a 
thoroub evaluation of the proposal and provide the information needed to evaluate the proposal 
in accordance with the evaluation factors set forth in Provision M.3. It is suggested that 
proposals be placed in binders with dividers clearly indicating the following sections: 

a. Management Approach 
b. Key Personnel 
c. Corporate Experience 
d. Past Performance 



3. charts 

In the written proposal, offerors are encouraged to use quantitative and graphical methods 
to portray facts whenever possible, through the use of charts, lists, matrices, diagrams, 
tabulations, etc. These charts are not excluded f?om the page limitation. 

4. Prohibition of Cost Data 

All costs or pricing details must be omitted &om the technical proposal. 

5 .  EXCXDtiOnS 

Any exceptions or conditional assumptions taken with respect to the requirements of this 
RFP shall be hlly explained in the proposal. Please note, however, that exceptions or deviations 
may render your proposal ineligible for an award without discussions. 

B. REQUIRED SECTIONS OF THE WRITTEN TECHNICAL PROPOSAL 

Offerors shall describe their approach to planning, organizing, and carrying out contract 
activities as presented in the SOW, so as to ensure effective, efficient, timely, and responsive 
support. This shall include their description of a proposed management plan, including 
subcontractors. Offerors shall discuss how they plan to effectively meet the requirements of the 
contract through the roles and responsibilities of their team members, and through lines of 
authority and communication within the organization, their ability to integrate the complex tasks 
of the SOW and oversee their concurrent implementation, and their ability to resolve potential 
problems arising during contract performance. Offerors should demonstrate their ability to 
commit personnel and maintain a high degree of responsiveness to the periodic, unpredictable 
nature of activities associated with the SOW. 

Offerors should submit a Labor Mix Matrix for the first year of the contract, 
demonstrating how they plan to distribute the level of effort among the prime and subcontracting 
team by P-Level. This matrix should reflect the mix of P - Level hours shown in the Cost 
Proposal Instructions, Attachment 4. 

2. Kev Personnel 

a. Offerors shall provide resumes for the key personnel proposed in 
the ”Key Personnel” clause (please see the instructions for filling out the solicitation in the Cost 
Proposal Instructions). The total number of proposed key personnel shall not exceed six (6) 
individuals. 



b. Resumes shall demonstrate that proposed personnel possess the 
qualifications (Le., the education and experience) stated in the Section (H) clause entitled 
“Definition of Labor Class~fications” necessary to successhlly manage and perform the Statement 
of Work (SOW). The discussion of key personnel experience shall include: 

1. Promam Manager - Offerors shall describe the proposed 
Program Manager’s experience and capabilities, which must include organizing and managing 
large, complex contracts (including managing subcontractors and consultants) similar to the effort 
in this RFP, and who must have experience in the subject areas identified in the SOW. Please 
provide the contract title, contract number, project officer‘s name and current telephone number, 
contract dollar value and contract length in documenting the Program Manager’s past experience. 
The proposed Program Manager must meet or exceed the minimum labor requirements for the 
P-4 Level in addition to the requirements stated above. One resume should be submitted for this 
position. 

11. Proiect Leaders and Work Ass iment  Proiect Managers - - 
Offerors shall describe the experience and capabilities of discipline-specific Project Leaders and 
Work Assignment Project Managers proposed to support the SOW. No P-Levels are specified 
for this category. Up to five resumes may be submitted for these positions. 

3. Cornrate Experience 

Offerors shall describe their corporate experience (including subcontractors and af€Xates) 
in providing services that are the same or simiIar to Tasks 1-1 1 of the SOW included in Section C. 
Specifically, offerors shall submit a list of all contracts and subcontracts currently in process, or 
completed within the past three years, which are similar in nature to this requirement. Contracts 
listed may include those entered into with federal, state, or local governments, and commercial 
businesses. Specifically, the Offeror (including all proposed team subcontractors) shall provide 
the following information for each contradsubcontract listed: 

a. 
b. contract title and number; 
c. 
d. 

e. period of performance. 
f. 

name of contracting activitykommercial business; 

contract type and total contractfsubcontract value; 
brief description of contradsubcontract and the areas or fields of 
expertise involved; 

any affiiiation between offeror and client 

This list should demonstrate the Offeror’s (including prime contractor, team subcontractors and 
consultants) experience in managing multi-tasked and multi-disciplinary contracts that are simiiar 
to the scope, dollar amount and complexity of this requirement. The Offeror should also 
demonstrate their experience in resolving problems similar in nature to those expected under this 
contract. 

4. Past Performance 



. . .  . .  . .  

a. Past Performance Questionnaires 

1. In addition to the list of corporate experience required 
above, the Offeror (and all team subcontractors with a proposed subcontract value in excess of $1 
million) shall also complete Part A of the Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment 3) for any 
previous and/or current contract and/or subcontract work that the Offeror determines is directly 
related to the requirements under this RFP. Offerors should submit one form for each client or 
reference for whom they have performed work similar in scope to the requirements in the SOW 
for this RFP. Multiple Project Summaries describing work performed for the same client under 
the same contract should be included on the same questionnaire form. Questionnaire forms 
will count toward the 50-page limit of the Offeror’s wrinen proposal. 

ii. Offerors should not provide general information concerning 
their performance on the identified contracts. General performance information will be obtained 
fiom the references. Offerors may describe any quality awards or certifications that indicate the 
Offeror possesses a high-quality process for developing and producing the products or services 
required. Such awards or certifications include, for example, the Malcolm Baldrige Quality 
Award, Government quality awarddrecognition, and private sector awards or certifications. If 
not bestowed upon the entire company, iden* the segment or division of the company that 
received the award andor certification. Ifthe award or certification is more than three (3) years 
old, present evidence that qualifications still apply. 

... u. Offerors shall inform all individuals identified above that 
EPA Officials will be inquiring into the Offeror’s past performance. Offerors should use the 
“Client Authorization Letter” (Attachment Z), for this purpose. These individuals shall be notified 
prior to the submittal of this portion of the proposal. 

iv. Past Performance information will be used for both 
responsibility determinations and as an evaluation factor against which Offeror’s relative rankings 
will be compared to assure the best value to the Government. The Government will focus on 
information that demonstrates quality of performance relative to the size, complexity, and nature 
of the procurement under consideration. The “Past Performance Questionnaire” (Attachment 3), 
will be used to collect this information. References other than those identified by the Offeror on 
the Past Performance Questionnaires may be contacted by the Government and used in the 
evaluation of the Offeror’s past performance. 

v. Ifno responses are received fiom a reference, the 
Government will attempt to contact another reference identified by the Offeror, contact a 
reference not identified by the Offeror, or complete the evaluation with those references who 
responded. Attempts to obtain responses from a reference will generally not go beyond two 
telephonic or written messages. The Government is not obligated to contact all references 
identified by the Offeror. 

vi. Feedback received from references will be compared to 
each other to note differences and similarities, and the past performance evaluation will be based 



on all information obtained. Negative responses will only be disclosed to an offeror if discussion 
are held. Under no circumstances will the individual names of responding references be disclosed. 

b. Past Performance Summary 

Offerors should prepare a summary statement of the information contained in their Past 
Performance Questionnaires that discusses how the information provided relates to the subject 
SOW and the Offeror’s overall approach to supporting EPA under this contract. This narrative, 
which is subject to the 50 page limitation on written proposals, should outline the highlights of the 
Offeror’s previous experience and their overall qualifications for effectively meeting the 
requirements of the SOW. 

, 

II. ORAL PRESENTATIONS TO THE GOVERNMENT 

A. GENERAL 

Offerors shall demonstrate and present their technical howledge concerning the 
SOW, and approach to addressing the issues identified in the “Sample Work Assignments” 
(Attachment l), through oral presentations. In addition to the oral presentation on the sample 
work assignments, the offerors will be asked a series of questions (ail offerors wdl be asked the 
same questions) related to other areas of the SOW in order to demonstrate their understanding of 
the SOW and technical expertise relevant to the SOW. The purpose of the oral presentation will 
be to obtain information to assess the offerors’ Understanding of the requirements of the SOW, 
their knowledge and expertise in performing the tasks identified in the SOW, and their proposed 
key personnel’s expertise and knowledge. Only the key personnel specifically identified in the 
written proposal will be allowed to participate in the Oral Presentations. 

B. SCHEDULE FOR PRESENTATIONS 

Presentations will be scheduled with offerors as soon as possible after the closing 
date for receipt of proposals. The order in which offerors will make their presentations to the 
Government will be determined by a drawing of lots by the Contracting Officer after receipt of 
written proposals. The presentations will be scheduled as closely together as possible. Once 
notified of their scheduled presentation date and time, offerors shall complete their presentations 
on the scheduled date and time. Requests from offerors to reschedule their presentations will not 
be entertained absent compelling reasons and no rescheduling of presentations will be allowed 
unless determined necessary by the Government to resolve unanticipated problems. ’ 

C. PLACE FOR PRESENTATIONS 

Presentations shall be performed in person at EPA Region 9 Offices 

D. VIDEOTAPING 



Presentations will be videotaped by the Government. Offerors will be provided a 0 
copy of the videotaped presentations ifrequested. Submission of videotapes or other forms of 
media containing the presentation are not authorized and such technical proposals shall be 
rejected. 

E. PRESENTATION FORMAT 

1. Presentations shall be made by the proposed Program Manager and up to 
four other members of the proposed Key Personnel staff as determined by the Offeror. Offerors 
will make their presentations to the EPA selection officials. The presentations must be complete, 
concise and clear. 

2. Offerors shall demonstrate their technical knowledge and understanding of 
the SOW in presenting their approach to the two Sample Work Assignments (Attachment 1). The 
presentation shall address: 

a. 
b. 
c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

Major issues they iden* concerning the work assignment; 
Major milestones or activities for the SOW tasks and sub-tasks; 
Estimated time framedschedules to complete these major 
milestones or activities; 
Decision points and responsible parties making the decision; 
Contractor actions, EPA actions, actions by other parties; and, 
Potential problems or bottlenecks to project completion and 
proposed solutions. 

3. Offerors will be given a total of ninety (90) minutes, forty-five (45) minutes 
maximum for each sample work assignment, to make their presentation regarding the two sample 
Work Assignments. During each 45 minute presentation, offerors will address their technical 
approach to the sample work assignments, discussing the issues, processes, schedules, roles and 
responsibilities, potential problems and associated solutions for the work assignment. No 
exceptions to this time fiame will be allowed, and presentations shall not exceed the allotted time. 
Offerors shall be limited to no more than 20 briefing charts for the entire 90 minute presentation. 
The briefhg charts s h d  consist of black on clear transparencies (w/o borders or background 
design, logos, or figures) for use on an overhead projector. EPA will provide the overhead 
projector. Briefing charts should highlight information in the briefing, not provide a nan-ative of 
the briefing content. Offerors shall provide a copy of the briefing charts as an attachment to the 
technical proposal. Briefing charts submitted with the proposal must be photocopies of the view 
cham used during the oral presentation. Any substitution of charts will adversely affect the 
evaluation of the presentation. Offerors are responsible for providing a person to flip the view 
graph charts, if it will not be done by the briefer. The presenters may use name plates to iden@ 
themselves $desired, and the name plates will not count against the 20 chart limit. Offerors will 
also be allowed to write on a flip chart during both the 90 minute and 60 minute (described 
below) oral presentations to illustrate their points. EPA will provide the flip chart, flip chart 
paper, and black pen marker. FIip chart pages used during the oral presentation are not subject to 
the 50 page written proposal limit. 
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e 4. Following the 90 minute presentation on the Sample Work Assignments 
and any request for clarifications from the Government, offerors will be allowed a 15 minute 
break. Following the break, offerors will be given six written questions related to other areas 
of the SOW to answer orally. Offerors will be given s i x t y  (60) minutes to prepare their responses 
and s i x t y  (60) minutes to present them, Please note that the six questions are intended to be 
extremely difficult. Potentially, a team of qualified experts could spend days analyzing any one of 
the issues. The Government expects the offerors to discuss how they would resolve the issues, 
thereby demonstrating knowledge of all issues concerning identification of PRPs, acquisition and 
management of supporting information and evidence, elements of liability, applicable case law and 
statutes, and related program implementation issues. 

5. Responses to the questions must be oral, but the team will have access to 
the Government supplied flip chart during preparation and may use the flip chart (again, black on 
white background) during the presentation as a visual aid. Offerors are welcome to bring written 
reference materials to the oral presentation to assist in preparing responses. Use of computers or 
telephones in preparing for the presentation will not be permitted. 

6. Following each of the (ninety and s ix ty  minute) presentations described 
above, the Government may request clarification of any points addressed which are unclear and 
may ask for explanation or substantiation by the Offeror on any point which was not adequately 
supported in the presentation. Any such interchange between the Offeror and the Government 
will be for the sole purpose of clarification only, and will not constitute discussions within the 
meaning of FAR 15.6 10. The Government intends to award a contract without discussions. If 
the Government determines that discussions and best and final offers (BAFO’s) are necessary, 
Offerors will not be permitted to make any revisions to the oral presentation or to the answers 
given by the Offeror’s team during the question and answer sessions in writing or otherwise. 
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7. NO COST OR PRICING information shall be included in the presentation. 

III. TECHNICAL PROPOSAL CRITERIA 

Proposals will be evaluated based on the information presented in the oral presentations 
and written proposals. Such information will demonstrate to the evaluators the offerors’ 
qualifications in regard to the evaluation factors set forth below, which are to be evaluated and 
weighted in descending order of importance as follows: 

Technical ExpenisdSarnple Work Assignments 
Key Personnel 
Past Performance 
Management Approach 
Corporate Experience 

30 pts 
25 pts 

15 pts 
20 pts 

10 pts 

The Techca l  Panel will utilize the standard rating criteria outlined in E P M  15 16.6 and 
summarized below: 

L 

, 



*. . 
, .. . 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

3 .O 

3.5 

4.0 

4.5 

5.0 

The element is not addressed, or is totally deficient and without merit. 

The element is addressed but contains deficiencies that can be corrected only by major or 
si@cant changes to relevant portions of the proposal. 

Clarification is required. Final scoring of the element will be made following limited 
discussions with the buying panel. 

The proposal element is adequate. Overall it meets specifications. However, comments 
will be made on any perceived weaknesses or on areas in which an offeror could improve. 

The proposal is good with some very good features (intermediate merit). 

The proposal is good with some superior features. 

The proposal is very good with some superior features (intermediate merit). 

The proposal is superior in most features. 

Offerors will be evaluated based on both the oral presentations and written proposals, as 
explained below: 

A TECHNICALEXPERTISE/SAMPLJ5WORKASSI~S 

The offerors’ technical understanding, knowledge, capability and approach to meet the 
Statement of Work (SOW) requirements, which include Tasks 1-1 1 of the SOW, will be 
evaluated during the ninety and s ix ty  minute oral presentations and as reflected in any materials 
and references used during the oral presentations. The offeror will be evaluated based on its 
presentation regarding the sample work assignments and its response to the six (6) questions 
related to the SOW, which will demonstrate its technical knowledge and understanding of the 
SOW. (See the Section L provision entitled “Instructions for the Preparation of Technical 
Proposals”, part III “Oral Presentations to the Government.”) 

B. KEY PERSONNEL 

The proposed key personnel will be evaluated against the minimum qualification 
requirements for education and relevant experience stated in the in the section H clause entitled 
“Definitions of Labor Classifications” and on the extent to which they possess the appropriate 
technical knowledge and expertise on the programs and issues described in the SOW. In addition, 
they will be evaluated on their experience in relevant project management, and possession of 
substantive, relevant knowled_ee within their respective subject areas. Within this evaluation 
category, the Program Manager, Project Leaders, and Work Assignment Project Managers are of 
equal importance to each other. 



The Program Manager will be evaluated on hidher experience and capabilities in 
organizing and managing large, complex contracts (including management of subcontractors and 
consultants) similar to the effort in this €UT, and on experience in all of the subject areas 
identified in the SOW. 

.The Project Leaders and Work Assignment Project Managers will be evaluated on their 
experience and capabilities in their respective work areas. 

The evaluation of Key Personnel will be based on the written proposal and the oral 
presentations. 

C.  PASTPERFORMANCE 

Offerors’ Past Performance will be evaluated based on the information presented on their 
Past Performance Questionnaire forms (Attachment 3), and on information obtained by the 
Government fiom contacting the references identified on those forms andor on information 
obtained by the Government from other sources. Offerors’ will be evaluated on previous 
customer satisfaction in areas including quality of performance, technical knowledge, timeliness of 
performance, cost control, performance of key personnel and overall satisfaction. Additionally, 
the relevance of the offeror’s previous performance to the task areas of the Statement of Work 
will be considered as part of the past performance evaluation. 

Offerors with no past performance history, whose past performance history is clearly not 
relevant. or for whom past performance data is not available, will be assigned a neutral rating for 
past performance. Note: If an Offeror does not submit the past performance information 
required. and EPA discovers that the Offeror, in fact, has relevant past performance history, the 
Offeror may be deemed ineligible for award. 

D. MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Offerors will be evaluated on their approach to planning and organizing contract activities 
as presented in the SOW, including the management of subcontractors and the roles and 
responsibilities of key personnel. Offerors will be evaluated on the extent to which they can meet 
the requirements of the contract through clear lines of authority, communication and 
responsibility; their ability to integrate the complex tasks of the SOW and oversee their concurrent 
implementation; and their ability to resolve potential problems arising during contract 
performance. Offerors will be evaluated on their approach to commit personnel and maintain a 
high degree of responsiveness to the periodic, unpredictable nature of activities associated with 
the Soli‘ Offerors will be evaluated on their effective distribution of work between prime and 
subcontractors to adequately support the SOW. The evaluation of the management approach will 
be based on the written proposal and on information presented during the oral presentation. 

* 
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E CORPORATE EXPERIENCE 

Offerors will be evaluated on their corporate experience in performing and managing work 
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similar in scope, dollar value, size, and complexity to the multi-tasked, multidisciplinary 0 
requirements specified in the SOW for CEPPO's national and international program, in integrating 
these interrelated tasks, in providing high quality products and sewices similar to those described 
in the SOW, and in performing these tasks concurrently and based on immediate or short lead 
time tasking. Offerors will be evaluated on their experience inresolving problems similar in' 
nature to the ones expected to occur in the performance of this requirement. The evaluation of 
corporate experience will be based on the written proposal. 
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SAMPLE WORKASSIGNMENTI 

EPA has conducted a preliminary assessment/site investigation at the Workshop Notebook 
Site, 3 Saguaro Hill Road, Farm Township, Arizona. The Site was referred to EPA by the 
Town's Fire Marshall afier his inspection initiated as a result of a report of vandalism at the 
propeny. The facility has been abandoned for several years, but was last believed to have been 
operated by a company which provided outreach and gave seminars and workshops for the 
unemployed. Tax bills are in the name of Workshop Notebook, and have been addressed to its 
former President, Homer Harrison. Workshop Notebook was incorporated in the State of 
Delaware. Both the County Assessor and Farm Township have ceased sending tax bills because 
the mail is returned by the post office with no forwarding address for Mr. Harrison. Taxes have 
not been paid for the last five years. The County has not taken the property, apparently due to its 
environmental condition. 

EPA does not know at the present time what the extent of contamination is but suspects 
that the contamination may extend beyond the legal property boundary of 3 Saguaro Hill Road. 
There are several containers inside the buildings on Site, as well as buried drums throughout the 
Site. Labels on some of the drums list company names but no addresses. None of the 
constituents found on Site appear to be consistent with the business operations of Workshop 
Notebook. 

Assume that the buried drums were the cause of the contamination at the Site. It was 
subsequently learned that some of the drums were generated by businesses that were 
proprietorships and the others by corporations. EPA must now locate, not@ of potential liability, 
and determine the financial viability or non-viability of these business entities. 

How would you locate Mr. Harrison (the right Mr. Harrison) and whether and where he is 
operating now? 

How would you determine who owned and operated the Site prior to Workshop 
Notebook and where those companies are now? 

How would you find out what became of Workshop Notebook and whether it is operating 
anywhere else? 

How would you locate the companies listed on the drums, to include their current address, 
business form or stmcture, and the nature of those companies' operations? 

How would you determine Site abutters (Le. neighboring or adjacent businesses), and the 
nature of their operations? 

How would you assess the financial viability of a proprietorship? A partnership? A 
corporation? 



'. . 

How would you establish which entities, if any are liable for performing or paying for the 
cleanup? List the'entities you believe are or may be liable, why, the infomation which you 
have or need to acquire to support liability, and what steps you would take to acquire such 
information. 

Are there any other PRPs that shouid be considered or investigated for this Site? What 
steps, if any, would you take to iden* and build a liability case against these additional 
PRPSS? 
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SAMPLE WORK Assrcanmvr II 

EP.4 has been performing a remedial investigation, including installation of groundwater 
wells. soil sampling, and groundwater modeling in a large urban basin occupied by a mixture of 
residential and industrial areas. Groundwater has traditionally been the source of drinking water 
for approximately 600,000 residents and thousands of businesses within the basin. However, 
there is a large plume of contaminated groundwater, crossing several city boundaries, with widely 
varing concentrations of a variety of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), primarily 
trichloroethylene (TCE) and perchloroethylene (PCE). This plume has begun to contaminate the 
water wells which some of the municipalities within the basin rely upon, forcing closure of the 
af€ectea I\ ells. Concentrations of VOCs, which have been measured at a large number of 
monitorin5 and groundwater production wells, range between fkom 2 parts per billion to 12,300 
ppb, and i t  appears that there are a number of hot spots or areas within the plume with high 
concentrations of VOCs. EPA has identified approximately 35 businesses which it believes, based 
upon historical operations, location, and soil contamination, are responsible for releases of VOCs 
which subsequently contaminated the groundwater, and has issued notice letters informing the 
companies of their potential liability for remediation costs. 

EP.\ has finally put together a plan to clean up groundwater Within the basin as well as to 
prevent fiirther migration of the plume. EPA sent copies of the plan, together with notice letters, 
to the 35 potentially responsible parties (PRPs), inviting the PRPs to join together, either to 
implement EPA’s plan, or to pay for EPA to perform the clean up. Representatives of the PRPs 
have come to a meeting with EPA, and have just told EPA that they have 175 large boxes of 
documents which clearly show that there are hundreds, if not thousands of other PRPs which are 
also responsible for the groundwater contamination. They inquire why they are being singled out, 
and what EPA proposes to do about the additional PRPs. EPA’s attorney and site project 
manager have promised the businesses group a response, and have now come to you, their 
contractor. for assistance by issuing a work assignment to your €irm calling for PRP search and 
negotiatim support. 

1. Identi@ the legal and factual issues which are raised by the PRP group’s response. 

2. Put together a plan of action to rescue the EPA fiom its quandary, designed to address the 
lecal - and factual issues identified in Question 1, above. Address such issues as: What, if 
anything, EPA should do with the inhmation provided by the P W  group on additional 
PRPs; What, if anything, should EP.1 do to support, refbte, test, or supplement the . 

information provided; and what, if anything, shouid be done to expand knowledge of the 
basin so that both the PRP group and EPA are satisfied that a reasonably thorough PRP 
zezrch has been done. Provide specific detail regarding all activities which you believe are 
appropriate. 



QUESTIONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6.  

Describe the activities you would undertake to determine andlor show whether a parat  
corporation is liable for the Supefind liabilities of a wholly owned subsidiary company. 

Describe the circumstances and facts in which a successor corporation may be held liable 
for the acts or debts of a predecessor corporation. 

Compare and contrast the theories of direct liability versus alter ego or “piercing the 
corporate veil.” 

Describe the methods and procedures you would undertake to determine whether a 
privately held corporation could afford to pay for ail or part of a hazardous waste clean up 
which is anticipated to cost approximately $25 million. (Assume for this question that 
EPA was willing to use Section 104(e) of CERCLA to support your evaluation.) 

Describe the system you would use to manage and control 20,000 to 30,000 documents 
during the course of negotiation and/or litigation. What system or systems would you use 
to track, retrieve, and sort documents so that the case team could search for and find 
documents quickly and easily. 

Describe the process or steps you would follow in preparing a history of the corporate 
structtrre, changes in products made, raw materials used, and waste disposal practices, of a 
factop from the time it opened until the present, assuming that the factory was once an 
ukpenden t  business and is no of a large, multinational cimpany. 

AST PERFORMANCE QUEST- 

a. Same of Contractor: e. Total Invoiced Costs to Date: 
b. Type cf Cmtract: f. Contract Number: 
C. Period cf Performance: g- Contract Title: 
d. k of Work Orders Issues to Datnotal  h. Total Value of Contract 

(if app!iczble): 1. Total Incurred Costs to Date 

Performance !?ank;ng Criteria 
0.0 
1.0 
si@car.r actions on the part of the client 
2.0 X‘.A 
3.0 
3.5 
4.0 
4.5 
5.0 

The contracror performed in a totally deficient manner. 
The cvntractor performed in a deficient manner which only could be corrected by major or 

T:ie contrzrtor performed in an adequate manner. Overall, they met specifications. 
The conrrxmr  performed well with some very good features (intermediate merit). 
Tile contractor performed well with some superior features. 
TIie cnntrmor performed very well with some superior features (intermediate merit). 
Tile contractor performed in a superior manner in most features. 
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Brief Descripric-.l ?+'the Enforcement Services Provided to the Client 

1. C\!era!! 9iq1ity of Enforcement Support Services Provided 

2. Ability t CI ! 'CetExceed Schedule Requirements 

3. Effecr i\.c::t..s of Management of ProjectdSubcontractors 

4. Ir?:iov;ltive Techniqueflrocedures Utilized 

5. r\25p'"' '..' ' - 'ss to Technical DirectiodQuestions 

6 .  c .!vn f::!.-.. 'vith Cost Estimatefludgets 

7. Over:. 1' :*..* -mer Satisfaction 

R:imnr' : r- nutstanding performance: 
(Provic!c c!?ta supporting this observation; you may continue on a separate sheet if 

7. Remar!.; - - *  1 tnsatisfactory performance: 
(Provi:!,: *:---I supporting this observation; you may continue on a separate sheet if 
ncedc ' 

8. (?l,cs' : ...... -.:-n completed by: 
Title: 
Dgte: 



.. I . . : 
. .  . .  

......... '.- ........ .7 
-s. .:* ....... ..... ..-. a 

Technical Evaluation Pane1 Members 

Tbe T:.ci.+d Evaluation Panel Will consist of 3 members: The OAM Contracting Officer, 
Kathleeii Engt:!. ::T Region 9 Superfund Division Project Officer for this contract, Angie 
Commisso, an:! "*.: 9egion 9 Superfund Senior Civil Investigator, Clifford Davis. In addition, 
two other met-!'*c:.s ofRegion 9 have been instrumental in developing the requirements for this 
contract r?:id.v.i" I .  - vailable to act in an advisory capacity. They are: David Seter, Section 
Chief, Si:: Cit':-::-.*:- Branch and Jo Ann hami ,  Senior Attorney, Office ofRegional Counsel. 
Below is n bri!:f description of the qualification of the Region 9 team. 

..\!igie Cor!-.rlisso graduated fiom the University of Denver in 1981 with a Bachelor's 
Degree is Busincsz ?drninstration.and worked in the finance industry for several years after 
graduaric!!. C ' T  '. . ! 3 years Federal Government experience in various offices and agencies. 
DuMp I:!:? tc- .!r  . 9egion 9, Angie administered Grants, Cooperative Agreements and 
Interageicy i' . . w s ,  worked as a management analyst in the Region's Information Resources 
Manage!r?ent * 

. 
' . and has worked for the SuperfUnd Division for the last 3 years. Her 

contract? C X P P ' .  . :dudes  being a Project Officer and Deputy Project Officer with Region 9 
Superfkml cc - '  . . . . .  Svorking as a Delivery Order Project Officer on the Agency's Computer 
Contracts am!  ' : ' . 2 Client Representative of GSA in administering their information 
Technoloyy Contrxts at Region 9. 

Giffcvii r . - . :c  graduated fiom the University of California, Santa Cruz, with a B.A in 
' ' -3. He subsequently was employed by the Internal Revenue Service for 15 

''ricer in the Collection Division, tracing delinquent taxpayers and assets. 
nnpleted an A.A in Business. He has been employed as a Civil 
YupeAnd Division of EPA, Region 9 since July 1989, and has completed 
."s for a degree in accounting through evening classes at U.C. Berkeley 
-n a work assignment manager for both TES and ESS. He has assisted in 

* of Work for ESS as well as SES, and served on the Technical Evaluation 

Earth Sciencc~ 
years as :- Rex. . 

DuMg [ ? ; i t  i :  * - . 

hvestign:cr $. . 

the Major ~.er-..:- 

Extensiw. ! ' 
writing flit 5. 
Panel fo: :!:e . .*:. .-curement. 

-r sraduated from Princeton University with a B.S. degree in Civil 
!le has thirteen years of experience in the field of environmental protection 
manager, and supervisor. He obtained his professional engineer's (PE) 

'le State of New Jersey. In 1987, he also joined EPA Region 3 as an 
rr in the Water Division. He joined EPA Region 9 in 1993 as a Remedial 
'-e San Fernando Valley Superfhd Site. As a work assignment manager for 
. contract, and as a project officer for Cooperative Agreements between 
4es Department of Water and Power, and the Los Angeles Regional Water 
I .  he has developed a strong understanding of contracting mechanisms. 

.perience at EPA Regions 3 and 9, he has developed a strong understanding 
-0isms under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and under the 
wnental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). 



ATTACHMENT E a . 
TECBNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA 

TECHNICAL 

1. Corporate Technical Experience (10 points) 

Offerors will be evaluated on their demonstrated capability in 
litigation support, both in pra-trial investigations and information 
gathering, as well as in trial support. 

"Capability" is defined as the offeror's demonstrated ability to: 

Provide requested documentation and services in accordance 

Provide documents that meet the client's needs; 
Provide the resources necessary to accomplish assigned 

with required schedules; 

work within required schedules, and in a cost 
efficient manner: and 

Manage complex assignments. 

2 . Technical Approach (43 points) 

Offerors will be evaluated on their danonstrated capability in 
conducting the technical work activities required under this contract. 

! 
nCapability" is.defined as the offeror's demonstrated ability to: 

0 
Provide requested documentation and services in accordance 

Provide documents and services that meet the client's needs; 

Provide the resources necessary to accomplish assigned work 
within required schedules, and in a cost efficient manner. 

Accomplish complex aasignments. 

with required schedules; 

and 

Offarors will be evaluated €or the tasks outlined in the statement 
of work €or each of the following areast 

a. developing evidence of potential liability (7 )  

b o  comprehensive reviews of business records; ( 3  1 

c. on-line financial research ( 3  

d. conducting interviews and investigations ( 3  1 

financial assessments 

e. title searches 

0 5 0  



. f. 

. 9. 

he 

i. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

m. 

data management, document storage and 
retrieval 

liability and viability analyses 

cost documentation 

negotiation document preparations 

se t t 1 ement review 

workplan evaluation and verification 

providing qualified expert 

community relations 

Capability will be reviewed in the following areas: 
cost/schedule control; 
system design/operation; 
case/project analysis; 
records management; 
quality assurance; 
resource utilization: 
problem identification and resolution: 
managing projects requiring quick start-up and short 

management structure; 
turnaround deadlines; 

MANAGEMENT 

1. Corporate Management Experience (10 points) 

Offerors will be evaluated on their demonstrated capability in 
undertaking and effectively managing both the technical and financial 
aspects of a multi-disciplined technical service contract wherein 
highly skilled interdisciplinary teams are perfodng in numerous 
locations simultaneously, and which are of comparable scope and 
complexity to the requirements specified in this solicitation. 

"Capability" is defined as the offeror's demonstrated ability to: 

Provide requested documentation and services in accordance 
with required schedules; 

Provide documents that meet the client's needs; 
Provide the resources necessary to accomplish assigned 

work within required schedules, and in a cost 
efficient manner; and 

Manage complex assignments. 
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financial tracking; 
workplan development; and 
methodologies. 

2. Management Plan (12 points) 

Offerors will be evaluated on the ability of their proposed plan to 

SJAMlitya is defined as follows: 

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its management approach 

ensure the requirments of this contract will be fulfilled. 

a. Lines of authoritv and communieatfen (2  1 

will develop and maintain clear lines of authority and communication 
between staff and management. 

b. Problem resolution 

The offeror will be evaluated on their demonstrated capability in 
problem resolution. 

"Capab ili ty is defined as the offeror's demonstrated ability to: 

Provide requeeted documentation and services i n  accordance 

Provide documents that meet the client's needs; 
Provide the reeources necessary to accomplish assigned 

Manage complex assignments. 

with required schedules; 

work within required schedules, 
efficient m e r ;  and 

and in a cost 

Capability will be reviewed in the following areas: 

Identifying and resolving potential problems that might 

Responsiveness to meeting changing needs; 
Procedures f o r  resolving conflicts on a short 

Commitment of corporate manageme~~t of the team 

arise during mobilization and during contract 
performance; 

turnaround basis: and 

subcontractors to the contract and to problem 
identification and resolution. 

e. Financial manasement (2 1 

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its management approach 
will : 

Monitor and ensure that actual mobilization costs 
incurred during contract performance do not exceed 
the estimated mobilization costs contained in the 
offeror's cost proposal; 
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Monitor and ensure that team subcontractors submit 
invoices in accordance with Section VI1 G of the RFP. 

d. Mobilization abilitv and cost trackinq 

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its management.approach 
will, for both routine and short lead-time projects: 

Project mobilization costs, including relocations 

Ensure monthly reports reflect current information. 
costs; 

e. Qu alitv assurance (2 )  

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its management approach 
will ensure that documents prepared by thewofferor, both for program 
and project purposes, are complete, accurate and delivered on time. 

f. Personnel resources (2 1 

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its management approach 
will : 

-sure the required personnel, at the required skill 

Ensure personnel no longer available for this contract 
level, perform the work assignments; 

will be replaced by qualified personnel. 

REPORTS FUNCTION (10 points) 

The offeror will be evaluated as to whether its systems and 
personnel, including those of its team subcontractors, maintain a data 
base and generate from that data base the financial, management, 
technical and administrative reports specified in Attachment J and 
Section VI1 G of the RFP. 

PERSONNEL (15 points) 

1. Technical Personnel (5) 

The offeror will be evaluated on the number, professional level, 
qualifications and experience of the proposed technical personnel. 
Experience should be relevant to the requirements of this statement of 
work and demonstrate understanding of the technical aspects and working 
knowledge of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Clean 
Water Act, Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act and the 
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. . .  . .  . . . . . ,  . . .  . .  

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and L i a b i l i t y  Act of 
1980 (CERCLA) (Superfund), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). 

2 .  Management Key Personnel ( 5 )  

The offeror will be evaluated on the number, professional level, 
qualifications and experience of the proposed key management personnel 
that will manage and coordinate the activities of b o a  the multi- 
dfsefpldnad technical staff and the report8 function staff. 
the experience of the proposed key managanat personnel in cost and 
schedule control. 

Discuss 

3. Reports Function Key Personnel (5 )  

The offeror's technical proposal shall describe the number, 
professional level, qualifications and experience of the proposed key 
personnel that will provide the invoices and reports specified in 
Attachment J and Section VI1 G of the RFP. 

5 4  
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B. REQ& SECTIONS OF THE WRITTEN TECHNICALPROPOSAL 

- 1 .  Management ADDroach 

Offerors shall describe their approach to planning, organizing, and carrying out contract activities as presented 
in the SOW, so as to ensure effective, efficient, timely, and responsive support. This shall include their description 
of a proposed management plan, including subcontractors. Offerors shall discuss how they plan to effectively meet 
the requirements of the contract through the roles and responsibilities of their team members, and through lines of 
authority and communication within the organization, their ability to integrate the complex tasks of the SOW and 
oversee their concurrent implementation, and their ability to resolve potential problems arising during contract 
performance. Offerors should demonstrate their ability to commit personnel and maintain a high degree of 
responsiveness to the periodic, unpredictable nature of activities associated with the SOW. 

Offerors should submit a Labor Mix Matrix for the first year of the contract, demonstrating how they plan to 
distribute the level of effort ainong the prime and subcontracting team by P-Level. This matrix should reflect the mix 
of P - Level hours shown in the Cost Proposal Instructions, Attachment 4. 

2. Kev Personnel 

a. Offerors shall provide resumes for the key personnel proposed in the “Key Personnel” clause 
(please see the instructions for filling out the solicitation in the Cost Proposal Instructions). The total number of e proposed key personnel shall not exceed six (6) individuals. 

b. The resume shall demonstrate that the proposed personnel possess the qualifications (i-e., the 
education and experience) stated in the Section (H) clause entitled “Definition of Labor Classifications”) necessary 
to successhlly manage and perform the Statement of Work (SOW). The discussion of key personnel experience 
shall include: 

i. P r o e m  Manager - Offerors shall descriie the proposed Program Manager’s experience and 
capabilities, which must include organizing and managing large, complex contracts (including managing 
subcontractors and consultants) similar to the effort in this RFP, and who must have experience in the subject areas 
identified in the SOW. Please provide the contract title, contract number, project officer‘s name and current 
telephone number, contract dollar value and conmct length in documenting the Program Manager’s past experience. 
The proposed Program hha_eer must meet or exceed the minimum labor requirements for the P-4 Level in addition 
to the requirements stated above. One resume should be submitted for this position. 

ii. Proiect Leaders of Work Assiments - Offerors shall describe the experience and capabilities 
of discipline specific Project Leaders and Work Assigment Project Leaders proposed to support the SOW. No P- 
Levels are specified for this category. Up to five resumes may be submitted for these positions. 

3 .  Coruorate Experience 

Offerors shall describe their corporate experience (including subcontractors and affiliates) in providing 



services that are the same or simiiar to Tasks 1-1 1 of the SOW included in Section C. Specifically, offerors s 

are sirmiar in nature to this requirement. Contracts listed may include those entered into with Federal, State and local - governments, and commercial businesses. Specifically, the Offeror (including all proposed team subcontractors) shall 
provide the following information for each contradsubcontract listed: 

submit a List of all contracts and subcontracts currently in process, or completed within the past three years, w B. 
a. 
b. contract title and number; 
c. 

- d. 
e. period of performance. 
f. 

name of contracting activitykommercial business; 

contract type and total contradsubcontract value; 
brief description of contradsubcontract and the technology areas involved; 

any affiliation between offeror and client 

This list should demonstrate the Offeror’s (including prime contractor, team subcontractors and consultants) 
experience in managing multi-tasked and multi-disciplinary contracts that are similar to the scope, dollar amount and 
compiexity of this requirement. The Offeror should also demonstrate their experience in resolving problems similar 
in nature to those expected under this contract. 

4. Past  Performance 

a. PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRES 

i. In addition to the list of corporate experience required auove, the Offeror (ad all 
subcontractors with a proposed subcontract value in excess of $1 million) shall also complete Part A of the 
Performance Questionnaire (Attachment 3)  for any previous and/or current contract and/or subcontract work that 
the Offeror detennines is directly related to the requirements under this RFP. Offerors shouid submit one form for 
each client or reference for whom they have performed work similar in scope to the requirements in the SOW for 
this RFP. Multiple Project Summaries describing work performed for the same client under the same contract should 
be included on the same questionnaire form. Questionnaire forms will count toward the 50-page limit of the 
Offeror’s written proposal. 

ii. Offerors should not provide general information concerning their performance on the identified 
contracts. General pedormance information WIN be obtained fiom the references. Offerors may describe any quality 
awards or certifications that indicate the Offeror possesses a high-quality process for developing and producing the 
products or services required. Such awards or certifications include, for example, the Malcolm Baldrige Quality 
Award. Government quality awards’recognition, and private sector awards or certifications. If not bestowed upon 
the entire company, identify the segment or division of the company that received the award and/or certification. 
If the award or certification is more than three (3) years old, present evidence that qualifications stil l  apply. 

iii. Offerors shall inform all individuals identified above that EPA Officials will be inquiring into 
the Offeror’s past performance. Offerors should use the “Client Authorization Letter” (Attachment 2), for this 
purpose. These individuals shall be notified prior to the submittal of this portion of the proposal. 

9 iv. Past Performance information will be used for both responsibility determinations and 
evaluation factor against which offerors’ relative rankings will be compared to assure the best value to 
Government. The Govemment will focus on information that demonstrates quality of performance relative to the 



size, complexity, and nature of the procurement under consideration. The “Past Performance Questionnaire” 
Attachment 3), will be used to collect this information. References other than those identified by the Offeror on the 

past performance. 
a Past Performance Questionnaires may be contacted by the Government and used in the evaluation of the Offeror’s 

v. lfno responses are received firom a reference, the Government will attempt to contact another 
reference identified by the Offeror, contact a reference not identified by the Offeror, or complete the evaluation with 
those references who responded. Attempts to obtain responses &om a reference will generally not go beyond two 
telephonic or written messages. The Government is not obligated to contact all references identified by the Offeror. 

vi. Feedback received fiom references will be compared to each other to note differences and 
similarities, and the past performance evaluation will be based on all information obtained. Negative responses will 
only be disclosed to an offeror if discussion are held. Under no circumstances will the individual names of responding 
references be disclosed. 

b. PAST PERFORMANCE SUMMARY 

Offerors should prepare a summary statement of the information contained in their Past Performance Questionnaires 
that discusses how the information provided relates to the subject SOW and the Offeror’s overall approach to 
supporting EPA under this contract. This narrative, which is subject to the 50 page limitation on written proposals, 
should outline the highlights of the Offeror’s previous experience and their overall qualifications for effectively 
meeting the requirements of the SOW. e 
T e c . . c d  hposal CnSena 

Proposals will be evaluated based on the information presented in the oral presentations and written proposals. Such 
dormation will demonstrate to the evaluators the offerors’ qualifications in regard to the evaluation factors set forth 
below, which are to be evaluated and weighted in descending order of importance as follows: 

T Technical ExpertiseiSample Work Assignments 30 pts 
T Management Approach 25 pts 

T Corporate Experience 15 pts 
T Key Personnel 20 pts 

T Past Performance 10 pts 



The Technical Panel will utilize the standard rating criteria outlined in EPAAR 15 16.6 and are summarized be e 
0.0 The element is not addressed, or is totally deficient and without merit. 
1 .O The element is addressed but contains deficiencies that can be corrected only by major or signdicant changes 

to relevant portions of the proposal. 
2.0 Clarification is required. Final scoring of the element will be made following limited discussions with the buy 

in panel. 
3 .O The proposal element is adequate. Overall it meets specifications. However, comments will be made on any 

perceived weaknesses or on areas in which an offeror could improve. 
3.5 The proposal is good with some very good features (intermediate merit). 
4.0 The proposal is good with some superior features. 
4.5 The proposal is very good with some superior features (intermediate merit). 
5.0 The proposal is superior in most features. 

Offerors will be evaluated based on both the oral presentations and written proposals, as explained below: 

1 .  TECHNICALEXPERTISE/SAMPL.E WORK ASSIGNMENTS 

The offerors’ technical understanding, knowledge, capability and approach to meet the Statement of Work (SOW) 

presentations and as reflected in any materials and references used during the oral presentations. The offer0 
requirements, which include Tasks 1-1 1 of the SOW, will be evaluated during the ninety and sixty minut 

be evaluated based on its presentation regarding the sample work assignments and its response to the six (6) 
questions related to the SOW, which wtll demonstrate its technical knowledge and Understanding of the SOW. (See 
the Section L provision entitled "instructions for the Preparation of Technical Proposals,” part III ‘‘Oral Presentations 
to the Government.”) 

* 
2. MANAGEMENT APPROACH 

Offmors will be evaluated on their approach to planning and organizing contract activities as presented in 
the SOW, inciuding the management of subcontractors and the roles and responsibilities of key personnel. Offerors 
will be evaluated on the extent to which they can meet the requirements of the contract through clear lines of 
authority, communication and responsibility; their ability to integrate the complex tasks of the SOW and oversee their 
concurrent implementation; and their ability to resolve potential problems arising during contract performance. 
Offmors will be evaluated on their approach to commit personnel and maintain a high degree of responsiveness to 
the periodic, unpredictable nature of activities associated with the SOW. Offerors will be evaluated on their effective 
distribution of work between prime and subcontractors to adequately support the SOW. The evaluation of the 
management approach will be based on the written proposal and on information presented during the oral 
presentation. 

3. KEYPERSONTLEL 

The proposed key personnel will be evaluated ag.ainst the minimum qualification requirements for education and 



relevant experience stated in the in the section H clause entitled “Definitions of Labor Classifications” and on the 
xtent to which they possess the appropriate technical knowledge and expertise on the programs and issues described 

of substantive, relevant knowledge within their respective subject areas. Within this evaluation category, the Program 
Manager and Project Leaders of thework Assignments are of equal importance to each other 

e in the SOW. In addition they will be evaluated on their experience in relevant project management, and possession 

I 
I The Program Manager will be evaluated on hidher experience and capabilities in organizing and managing large, 

complex contracts (including management of subcontractors and consultants) similar to the effort in this RFP, and 
on experience in all ofthe subject areas identified in the SOW. 

~ 

I 
I 

The Project Leaders of the Work Assignments will be evaluated on their experience and capabilities in their 
respective work areas. 

I The’ evaluation of Key Personnel will be based on the written proposal and the oral presentations. 

4 .  CORPORATE EXPERIENCE . 
Offerors will be evaluated on their corporate experience in performing and managing work similar in scope, dollar 
value, size, and complexity to the multi-tasked, multidisciplinary requirements spedied in the SOW for CEPPO’s 
national and international program, in integrating these interrelated t a s k  in providing high quality products and 
services similar to those described in the SOW, and in performing these tasks concurrently and based on immediate 
or short lead time tasking. Offerors will be evaluated on their experience in resolving problems similar in nature to 

ones expected to occur in the performance of this requirement. The evaluation of corporate experience will be 
ased on the written proposal. 

5 .  PAST PERFORMANCE 

Offerors’ Past Performance will be evaluated based on the information presented on their Past Performance 
Questionnaire forms (Attachment 3), and on information obtained by the Government f?om contacting the references 
idenufied on those forms andor on information obtained by the Government kom other sources. Offerors’ will be 
evaluated on previous customer satisfaction in areas including quality of performance, technical knowledge, 
timeliness of performance, cost control, performance of key personnel and overall satisfaction. Additionally, the 
relevance of the offeror’s previous performance to the task areas of the Statement of Work 4 1  be considered as part 
of the past performance evaluation. 

Offerors with no past performance history, whose past performance history is clearly not relevant, or for whom past 
performance data is not available, will be assigned a neutral rating for past performance. Note: If an offeror does 
not submit the past performance information required, and EPA discovers that the offeror, in fact, has relevant past 
performance history, the offeror may be deemed ineligible for award. 

Vrginia: Ihave not developed my two work assignment scenarios yet or my 6 questions. Below this is the 
information that Region 2 submitted. 



* -  

The program recommends that the following two-step process be utilized to quickly and efficiently 
qualifications of the offerors under this procurement: 

STEP 1 WRITTENPROPOSALS 

EPA will issue a CBD synopsis which will direct interested h s  to the EPA Region LI Bulletin Board and/or the 
=A World Wide Web Home Web Page where they will be able to electronicdy download the technical evaluation 
criteria, technical proposal instructions, contract statement of work, estimate of contract year one requirements, 
reports of work and other relevant solicitation documents. 

Interested firms will be required to address a total of four streamlined technical evaluation criteria in the form of a 
brief written proposal and to obtain at least three past performance references which are to be mailed drectly to the 
EPA CO. Firms which fail to submit a written proposal Will not be evaluated fbnher. Firms which fail to provide 
adequate past performance references or which have no past performance on contracts of a similar scope and nature 
to the ZES will receive a neutral score of "3" in accordance with FASA I requirements. 

Proposals will evaluated by a Technical Panel composed of 3-4 enforcement and contract management stafffiom 
EPA Region I and 2 (e.g., Project Officer, c i d  investigator, and deputy project officer) who will prepare a brief 
summary report documenting their consensus recommended scores for each criteria and recommended questions for 
the Buyers Panel. Proposals submitted by interested firms shall be limited to the following 

! Iden@ any potential or actual conflicts of interest that may prevent or hinder their performance of any of EPA's 
ZES requirements, in accordance with the requirements of the provisions "Organizational Conflict of Interest 
Notification" (EPAAR 1552.209-70, APR 1984) and "Organizational Conflict of Interest Certification" (EPAAR 
1552.209-72, APR 1984) by idenafiing any existing relationships with potentially responsible parties identified 
in either the Region I or I1 Site Enforcement Tracking System (SETS). A copy of the SETS list will need to 
be made avadable either electronically by the EPA CO andor a hard copy at headquarters. 

! 

! 

Standard Forms 254 and 255 

Past Performance Questionnaires fiom on-going or recently completed (in the last three years) contracts or 
projects similar in scope and complexity to the ZES contract which are to sent directly by the proposers to their 
clients, and once completed by the client, are to be mailed directly to the EPA Contracting Officer. 

! Technical Proposal addressing criteria 1-4 (see next page) will follow this mandatory format requirements: 

- 
- 8.5" x 11" paper 
- 

20 pages or less in length, singe-sided printing 

font size not less than 12 point 

COUNT TOWARDS TECEonCAL PROPOSAL PAGE LIMITATIONS 
- COI CERTIFICATIONS. SF 254255, AND PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRES DO NOT 



Criteria to be addressed in the Technical Proposal will include: 

. Past Performance 
(On contracts of a similar scope nature as the ZES) 350 Points 

2. Resources 
(InMear EPA Regions 1 & 2) 250 Points 

3. Enforcement Work Assignment Scenario 250 Points 

4. Key Personnel 
Program Manager 
Civil Investigator(s) 
Financial Analyst(s) 

50 Points 
50 Points 
50 Points 

The Technical Panel will utilize the standard rating criteria outlined in EPAAR 15 16.6 and are summarized below: 

0.0 The element is not addressed, or is totally deficient and without merit. 
1.0 The element is addressed but contains deficiencies that can be corrected only by major or sipficant changes 

to relevant portions of the proposal. 
2.0 Clarification is required. Final scoring of the element will be made following limited discussions with the buy 

in panel. 
The proposal element is adequate. Overall it meets specifkations. However, comments will be made on any 
perceived weaknesses or on areas in which an offeror could improve. 
The proposal is good with some very good features (intermediate merit). 

4.0 The proposal is good with some superior features. 
4.5 The proposal is very good with some superior features (intermediate merit). 
5.0 The proposal is superior in most features. 

STEP 2 INTERWEWS 

The EPA Buying Panel, composed of the EPA PO and CO, will conduct interviews with all  firms who submitted 
written proposals. Questions raised by the Technical PaneVBuying Panel and responses given by the interested firms 
will be recorded. At the conclusion of the interview process, the scores developed by the Technical Panel will be 
reviewed and revised (ifneeded) by the Buying Panel reflecting any clarifications given by the interested firms during 
the interviews. A ranking of firms based upon technical qualifications will be developed and the firms with the 
highest overall technical scores wll then have their cost proposals evaluated by headquarters and award will be based 
upon cost plus technical considerations. 



DRAFT Enforcement Work Assimment Scenario (Criteria 2) 
PRP Search Scenario 

=A has conducted a preliminary assessmendsite investigation at the Workshop Notebook Site, 3 Circle Cove Road, 
Farm Township, Maine. The Site was referred to EPA by the Town’s Fire Marshall after his inspection initiated after 
a report of vandalism at the property. The Site has been abandoned for several years, but was last known to operate 
as a company who provided outreach and gave seminars and workshops for the unemployed. Tax bills are in the 
name of Workshop Notebook, and have been addressed to its former President, Homer Harrison. Workshop 
Notebook was incorporated in the State of Delaware. The Town has ceased sending the tax bills out because the 
mail is returned by the post office with no forwarding address for Mr. Harrison. Taxes have not been paid for the 
last five years. The Town has not taken the property apparently due to its environmental condition. 

EPA does not know at the present time what the extent of contamination is but suspects that the contamination may 
extend beyond the legal property boundary of 3 Circle Cove Road. There are several containers inside the buildings 
on Site, as well as buried drums throughout the Site. Labels on some of the drums list company names but no 
addresses. None of the constituents found on Site appear to be consistent with the business operations of Workshop 
Notebook. 

Assume that the buried drums were the cause of the contamination at the site. It was subsequently learned that some 
of the drums were generated by businesses that were proprietorships and the others by corporations. EPA must now 
determine the financial viability or non-viability of these business entities. 

1) How would you locate Mr. Harrison (the right Mr. Harrison) and whether and where he is operating now 

2) How would you determine who owned and operated the Site prior to Workshop Notebook and where those 
companies are now? 

0 
3)  How would you find out what became of Workshop Notebook and whether it is operating anywhere else? 

4) How wouid you locate the companies listed on the drums, to include their current address and the nature of those 
companies’ operations? 

5 )  How would you determine Site abutters. and the nature of their operations? 

6 )  How would you determine the financial \lability of a proprietorship? 

7) How would you determine the financial viability of a corporation? 



. c  

DRAFT Enforcement Work Assignment Scenario (Criteria 2) 
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PRP Search Scenario 

has conducted a preliminap assessmentkite investigation at the Workshop Notebook Site, 3 Circle Cove Road, Farm 
Township, 1-e. The Site was- referred to EPA by the Town’s Fire Marshall h e r  his inspection initiated after a report of 
vandalism at the property. The Site has been abandoned for several years, but was last known to operate as a company who 
provided outreach and gave seminars and workshops for the unemployed. Tax bills are in the name of Workshop Notebook, 
and have been addressed to its former President, Homer Harrison. Workshop Notebook was incorporated in the State of 
Delaware. The Town has ceased sending the tax bills out because the mail is returned by the post office with no forwarding 
address for Mr. Harrison. Taxes have not been paid for the last five years. The Town has not taken the property apparently 
due to its environmental condition. 

EPA does not know at the present t h e  what the extent of contamination is but suspects that the contamination may extend 
beyond the legal property boundary of 3 Circle Cove Road. There are several containers inside the buildings on Site, as well 
as buried drums throughout the Site. Labels on some of the drums list company names but no addresses. None of the 
constituents found on Site appear to be consistent with the business operations of Workshop Notebook. 

hsume that the buried drums were the cause of the contamination at the site. It was subsequently iearned that some of the 
drums were generated by businesses that were proprietorships and the others by corporations. EPA must now determine 
the financial viability or non-viability of these business entities. 

1)  How wouid you locate Mr. Harrison (the right Mr. Harrison) and whether and where he is operating now? 

would you determine who owned and operated the Site prior to Workshop Notebook and where those companies 

3) How would you find out what became of Workshop Notebook and whether it is operating anywhere else? 

4) How would you locate the companies listed on the drums, to include their current address and the nature of thost 
companies’ operations? 

5 )  How would you determine Site abutters, and the nature of their operations? 

6) How would you determine the financial viability of a proprietorship? 

7) How would you determine the financial kiability of a corporation? 
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PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR THE ZONE ENFORCEiiENT SUPPORT CONTRACT 

a. Name of Contractor: e. Total Invoiced Costs to Date: 
b. Type of Contract: f. Contract Number: 
c. Period of Performance: g. Contract Title: 
d. Number of Work Orders Issues to DatdTotal: h. Total Value of Contract 

(if applicable): I. Total Incurred Costs to Date 

Performance Ranking Criteria 

~ .: .. 

0.0 The contractor performed in a totally deficient manner, 
1 .O The contractor performed in a deficient manner which only could be corrected by major or significant actions on thF 

2.0 NIA 
3 .O The contractor performed in an adequate manner. Overall, they met specifications. 
3.5 The contractor performed well with some very good features (intermediate merit). 
4.0 The contractor performed well with some superior features. 
4.5 The contractor performed very well with some superior features (intermediate merit). 
5.0 The contractor performed in a superior manner in most features. 

Brief DescnDtion of the Enforcement Services Provided to the Client 

part of the client 

Areas to be Evaluated: 

1. 

2. 

- >. 

1. 

5 .  

6.  

7. 

8. 

Overall Quality of Enforcement Support Services Provided 

Ability to MeetExceed Schedule Requirements 

Effectiveness of Management of ProjectdSubcontractors 

Innovative Techniqueflrocedures Utilized 

Responsiveness to Technical DirectiodQuestions 

Compliance with Cost EstimatesiBudgets 

Overall Customer Satisfaction 

Remarks on outstanding performance: 
(Protide data supporting this observation; you may continue on a separate sheet ifneeded.) 

9.Remarks on unsatisfactory performance: 
(Provide data supponing this observation; you may continue on a separate sheet ifneeded.) 

10.Questionnaire completed by: 
Title: 
Date: 
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March 27,1998 

To: 
From: 

R@: Actinide Migration issue 

Members of RSAL Oversight Panel 
LgRoy Mwre (303)444-6981 or FAX (303)444-6523 
lmoore@igc.org 

This will inform you that the letter tc> Secretary P&a asking that DOE 
piace the Rocky Flats Actinide Migration Studies under the aegis of 
~e RSAL Oversight Panel has been delayed and won't go out until 
probably April 10. So, if you have not added your name to the 
signatories of the letter, you may s t i l l  do so by contacting me in one 
of the ways given above. 

Perhaps 1 should have asked for time at one of our meetings to 
discuss t h i s  proposal, since having it happen may markedly increase 
our overall work load. We all realize that getting good data from the 
Actinide Migration Studies is crucial for setting BALs. Yet, as my 
paper explains, the Actinide Migration Studies as so far conducted 
are so scandabridden &at any data corning out of them wiLl almost 
certainly lack the credibility required for buy-in €ran the affected 
public -- like the original RSALs. Hence, the necessity for some kind 
of direct public oversight of these studies. In the long run, having 
such a process will save more time than not having it. I happen to 
think the mission and makeup of our Panel make it the best group to 
provide this oversight. IncidentaJly, local governments sent a letter 
to Rocky Flats late in the fd asking essenddy for the same thing 
my letter seeks. They were turned down by site management - 
hence, the apped to Pefia. 

0 

Whatever happens with this request. die Actinide Migration Studlies 
everttuaily w3l bear heavily ofi the work of cui Panel.  

If you want to want to discuss m y  of this, contact me as above. Let 
me know too if you prefer not to sign the letter I wote but intend to 
send one of your own. Thanks. 

I 

I 
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ROCKY FLATS CITIZENS .ADVISORY BOARD 
An Advisory Board to the U.S. Department of Ener,gg 

/ 

. .  

MEMOR4NDUM 

of 

THE ROCKYFLATS ClTlZElvS ADVISORY BOARD 

” regarding 

THE ROCKY FLATS RADIONUCLIDE SOIL ACTION LEVELS 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW PROJECT 

April 8,1998 

WHEREAS, the Rocky Rats Citizens Advisory Board (“CAB,,) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit 
Colorado corporation, with a purpose to promote public education regarding the Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (‘‘Rocky Flats”), and is the designated site specific advisory board 
for Rocky Flats, as determined by the US. Department of Energy (“DOE”); and 

Rocky Flats have established an d hoc committee and oversight panel (the “Oversight Panel”) for 
the purpose of overseeing an independent review of the radionuclide soil action levels; and 

WHEREAS, DOE has agreed to fund an independent review of the radionuclide soil action 

WHEREAS, DOE has designated CAB, in concurrence with the Oversight Panel, as the 

WHEREAS, various individuals representing the public and private sector surrounding 

. 1evels;and 

. appropriate entity to manage and finance @e funds necessary to conduct the radionuclide soil action , 

levels review project (the “Project”), which is described in more detail below; and 

set forth those tasks which it has agreed to perform in conjunction with certain tasks to be 
WHEREAS, as the DOE-selected entity to manage and finance the Project, CAB desires to 

. 
performed by the Oversight Panel:- 

9035 Wadsworth Parkway Suite 2250 * Westminster, Colorado 80021 @ 303420-7855 * Fax 303420-7579 
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1. PROJECT DESCRPTI ON. The Project as referenced herein is described below as. 
follows: 

In 1996, DOE, the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (“CDPHE”), 
~ and the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) developed soil action levels for the purpose of 

establishing interim soil cleanup guidelines for Rocky Flats, which soil action levels have been 
incorporated as part of the Rocky Fiats Cleanup Agreement (the “Soil Action Levels”). Soon after 
learning about the Soil Action Levels, members of. the local community expressed concerns about 
the numerical values as they were appreciably higher than similar standards or values used for-the 
remediation of other radioactively contaminated locations throughout the world 

In response to requests by the surrounding Rocky Flats stakeholders to address their 
concerns regarding achievement of the safest level of cleanup of contaminated soils at Rocky Fiats, 
DOE has agreed to fund an independent assessment of the Soil Action Levels and the process used 
to establish them. DOE has designated CAB as the appropriate financing vehicle for the 
management of the Project. The Oversight Panel, assisted by various administrative support 
contractors. will hire and then oversee a technical contractor who will conduct the independent 

- 
. 

e 

a 

assessmeni The Project is estimated to take one year to complete. 
L 

2. OVERSIGHT PANEL, . The Oversight Panel is made up of the following 
individuals representing the public and private sector stakeholders as noted 

Hank Stovall (Co-chair), Councilor, City of Broomfield 
iMary Harlow (Co-chair), Rocky Flats Coordinator, City of Westminster 
LeRoy Moore (Steering Committee member), Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
Robert Kanick (Steering Committee member), citizen of Boulder 
Jim McCarthy, City of Arvada 
Lisa Morzel, Councilor, City of Boulder 
Tom Davidson, Mayor, City of Louisville 
Dean Heil, Colorado State University 
Ken Starr, Jefferson County 
Niels Schonbeck, Health Advisory Panel; Metropolitan State College of Denver 
Joe Goldfield, Colorado Coalition for the Prevention of Nuclear War 
Joel Selbin, University of Colorado at Denver 
Todd Margulies, TM Consulting 

The purpose of the Oversight Panel is to employ the services of a technical consultant and 
administrative support personnel, to prepare for submittal to DOE, CDPHE, and EPA an 
independent analysis of the Soil Action Levels. The Oversight Panel will oversee the work of the 
technical consultant and administrative support personnel. 

the Oversight Panel, the Oversight Panel shail appoint a replacement member. Should the 
Oversight Panel fail to perform the identified tasks as set forth herein, CAB may, at its sole 
discretion, discontinue the Project and return all uncommitted funds allocated to the Project to 
DOE. 

- 

In the event any member of the Oversight Panel should elect to discontinue participating on 

3 - CAB TASKS. CAB is committed to perform the following tasks in connection 
with the Project (“CAB Tasks”): 

‘ a. . 

(the “Project Funds”) based on line-item information provided by and in consultation with the 
Oversight Panel. 

Prepare and submit to DOE an application for funds to finance the Project 

2 



a 

e 

. -  

a* 

b. Procure technical consultant services and administrktive support services ‘ 
necessary for the project, e.g., accounting, legal and auditing, (the “Project Services”), for the use 
of and at the reasonable direction of the Oversight Panel, and for CAB’S use toward accomplishing 
the CAB tasks. CAB will collect an administrative fee for time spent by its staff in performance of 
duties related to the administration of the Project Funds. 

c. As necessary, enter into CAB-apprdved con’tracts for Project Services on 
behalf of the Oversight Panel. 

d. At its reasonable discretion, authorize and disburse Project Funds for the 
compensation of the Project Services, subject to legal and other applicable requirements or 
restrictions. 

e. As a f ededy  charted advisory committee, CAB will certify that the - 
Oversight Panel meets the requirements as mandated by the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(“FACA,) for announcements and openness of meetings. These requirements include timely 
notice to members of the community for all meetings and work sessions, openness of meetings and 
the opportunity for public comment and interaction in the Project. 

4. OVERSIGHT PANEL TASKS. CAB understands that the Oversight Panel has 
committed to perform the following tasks in connection with the Project (the “Oversight Panel 
Tasks”): 

In consultation with CAB and in accordance with CAB’S procurement 
procedures if required, perform all tasks related to the procurement process, including the 
development of appropriate requests for proposals, solicitation of interest in proposers, and 
selection of the technical services consultants and the support services personnel for the Project. 

‘a. 
. 

b . Review the findings of the technical services consultant in preparation of a 
find product, and use the administrative support services as necessary for the Project. 

c . Hold monthly work sessions in connection with the Project. 

d. Oversee the preparation of and submit to DOE, CDPHE and EPA a written 
independent analysis by the technical contractor of the DOE-established Soil Action Levels and the 
process used to establish the Soil Action Levels. Based on its review of the independent analysis,- 
the Oversight Panel may wish to submit its own recommendations to revise the Soil Action Levels 
to accomplish the purposes of the Project. The contractor-prepared independent analysis and the 
Oversight Panel recommendations will constitute the frnal work product for the Project (the 
“Project Report”). 

e. During the life of the Project, conduct a public outreach p r o w  to share 
information with members of the general public concerning the Oversight Panel’s activities and 
findings. The outreach program includes the development and distribution of printed materials in 
connection with the Project, and the advertising and conducting of public meetings regarding the 
Project. 

include providing timely notices of meetings to the public, conducting open meetings, and 
providing opportunity for public comment and interaction in the Project. 

Develop the proposed budget line items for provision of technical services, 
support services, and outreach functions in consultation with CAB. The Oversight Panel will then 
submit these budget line items to CAB for inclusion in the grant request. 

f.  In consultation with CAB, comply with the requirements of FACA, to 

g . 

3 



5 .  PROJECT FUNDS. To finance the Project, CAB will submit an amendment for 
additional funds through its existing grant with DOE. CAB will deposit and maintain ail 
unexpended funds in a separate bank account distinct from its own operating account. There will . 
be no commingling of CAB and Project Funds. At no time, unless agreed to in advance by CAB, * 

will CAB operating funds be used for activities or services related to the Project. The expenditure 
of any Project Funds shall be limited by any restrictions or other parameters set forth in the DOE- . 
approved application documents. Upon cgmpletion of the Project, any remaining Project Funds 
may be returned to DOE, or otherwise used at the direction of DOE. 

with CAB'S operating and accounting practices. . 

. .  
The expenditure of any Project Funds are subject to the approval of CAB and must comply . 

In the event the allocated Project Funds are not sufficient to finance the Project, CAB may 
make a subsequent application to DOE for additional Project Funds. However, CAB does not 
guarantee or otherwise assure in any way whatsoever that there wdl be sufficient fGnds to complete 
the Project. All funds for the Project, including compensation for any Project Services, are subject 
to the receipt of the Project Funds from DOE. 

INDEPENDENT FUNCTION. It is of foremost importance, in order to serve the 
purposes of the Project, that the Oversight Panel exist and perform in a role as independent from 
CAB, DOE, CDPHE and EPA as possible. CAB will take all appropriate and reasonable steps to 
preserve the independent function of the Oversight Panel and its analysis of the Soil Action Levels. 

6. 
' . ' 

7.  CABIOVERSIGHT PANE L COMMUNI CATIONS. In furtherance of preserving 
the independent nature of the Oversight Panel and the final independent analysis of the Soil Action 
Levels, to the extent necessary to achieve a CAB Task or an Oversight Panel Task, CAB shall, 
through its Executive Committee, cornmunicate with the co-chairs of the Oversight Panel. 

Dated this 4 . 4  1 day of April, 1998 
I .  

\ 

ROCKY FLATS ClTlZENS ADVISORY BOARD 

/ 

? 

A 
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ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING APRIL 23,1998 

15. 

1 6.  

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Aff i I i at i on I PhoneGax?. 
I - -  



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: APRIL 20,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR APRIL 23,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, APRIL 23,1998, 4:OO-6:00 PM. 

PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE IN MEETING LOCATION: 

Arvada City Hall- Anne CamDbell Room. (Arvada City Hall is at 81 0 1 Ralston Road, located 
on the North West Corner of Ralston Road and Allison Street, just west of the post office. Enter 

City Hall through the Police Entrance. The conference room is the first door on the left.) 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

4:OO Introductions 
4:05 Co-chairs Update 
4:15 Report from CAB-Ken Korkia 

4:25 Discussion of RFP Process 
Budget (Attachment 1) 

Timeline (Attachment 2) 
Other 

Appoint review panel for selection of the Administrative Services Contractor 
0 5 member panel to review proposals and recommend contractor for board 

approval 
Appoint technical review panel for selection of Technical Contractor 

7 member panel will develop selection criteria, review proposals and 
recommend contractor for board approval 

e 4:40 

4:55 

5:lO Review Administrative Services RFP (Attachment 3) 
5:30 Facilitator Contract (Attachment 4) 
5:40 Public Comment 
5:50 Other TopicsEuture Agenda Items/Action Items 
5:55 Nea  Meeting: May 14, 1998- Broomfield Municipal Center 

6:OO Adjourn 

Zang’s Spur Conference Room 
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~ 0 BUDGET DETAIL REQUiRED FOR NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 

Dratt - April 2, 1998 
I 

a 

0 

A. PERSONNEL 

No change is requested to this line item. 

8. FRINGE BENEFITS 

No change is requested to this line item. 

No change is requested to this line item. 

D. EQUIPMENT 

Na change is requested to this line item. 

E. SUPPLIES 

No change is requested to this line hem, 

F. CONTRACTUAL $65,259.50 

I .  CAB staff $4,992.00 

CAB staff members wrll provkje administrative senrlces for this project, including grant management, 
review of invcices, process requests for payment, e&. n?e costs are essimated for a duratron of the 
project gf 52 weeks, and at the follawing rate: W m  Coordinator. burdened cost of $28 per hour, 
and Office Manager, burdened cost of $20 per hour. (EfoardlStaff -or: 52 we- hours o a  
yeek x 
$2,080.00). 

- how = $2,91200. -ks x 2 h~m wr we- - 

2 .  Attorney Fees $3 ,OQQ.OO 

An attorney will draft the contract for the techrjcal contractors 01 review any documents as necessary. 
CAB currently contracts attorney s e w  with Ankde, lcenogle, Norton 8 Seter, which charges $1 50 per 
hour for services = $3,000.00). 

3. Accounting Services $3,600.00 

Ongoing accmnting services throughout the duration of the project will be pravtded by Gonzales 
Consulting Services, which currently provides services to CAB. Additional costs for financial sewices to a 
separate fund account a6 8 resuit of this amendment to CAB'S grant funding is estimated at $300 per 
month ($300 x 13 = $3,600.00). 



303420~7s ROCKY FLRTS CRB 

4 .  Procurement Advertising a $2,000.00 

CAB will need to advertise on behatf of the Oversight Panel a request for bids for contractual support 
services for the panel. This estimate is based on previous CAB costs for advettising a request for interest 
In bidding on services. 

5 .  Audit SI ,800.00 

Onetime finanad audit at end of projet% to be p m M  by Johm, IMscher (b Company. Costs are 
determined based on CAB'S annual audit plw an additional percentage to review and audit a separate 
hind account as a result Of this amendment to CAB'S gmnt funding = $1,500.00. 

6 ,  Meetlng Support $25,423.00 

For project senricss s x h  as preparation of meeting agendas and materiak, meting minutes, copying, 
recording, tmscription, secretarial s&, etc. as determined by the panel and services yet to be 

521,666.06). In addition, direct costs for meeting support to be incurred by and reimbursed to UWJ 
contractor are estimated at  

contraded, estimated at $75 per hour (16 ho- 18 -ear x 575 oer a 

Consumable supplies: = S1,206.00 
Postage: a00 Der x 18 = 81,800.00 
Printing: m D B  r month x 17 - $300.00 

e Long distance: $ u w h  x =: $300.00 
0 Mileap: -6f IIM33- X 18 mBBm = 5225.00 

7 .  Meeting Facilitatlon a $12,600.00 

A fadlitator has been contmcted to coordinate all meetings of the panel. Costs are estimated at $150 per 
hour m r  rne&ng~?I m r  V e a f  x$l- = 312,600.00). rW: 3 meetings 
have already been held for which facilitation services were provided and costs were incurred.] 

8 .  Outreach Costs $1 2,142.20 

The panel expects to hold 3 zdditional publk m8etlngs dclrtng the Me of the pmject, to discuss the sbm 
of the project and to soli& public Input. Those meetlngs will require advertlsing, postage to mail out 
notlces, prfned materials 101 distribution to the public, addRbnal facilitation s e w s  and meeting support, 
as well as room mtsd for a larger farum. 

a.  Advertlslng $3,800.08 

Advertising in Wee local papers, based on current costs fcr advertising (Xi3 meetings 
~meetin3s.xgl .oQ0 Der ' = $3,000.00). 

b . Printed Matorlais S3,OOO.OO 

FQr preparat!on of fact sheets, coptes of StaRls reports and notes, or speclai documents to be 
distributed to the public m a s  x 51.000 aer ' = $3,000.00). 

c. Postage $750.00 

To send out post cards or other notices for special public meetings metin-p 
= $750.00). 
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d .  Facilitation $1,330.00 

Facilitation services for public meetings, provided by the faciiitator for panel meetings 
= $1,3S0.00). 

4 .  RllooOlng support $3,S92.20 

Support seNices for the panel yet to be cantraeted, estimated at $75 per hour c15 h- 

to be incurred by and relrnbursed to the contractor are estimated at: 
3 rnm@~as x-5- = ~,37s.00). In addition, direct CBSgs for meeting support 

Cansumable supplies: = SlS0.00 
= $30.00 

9- = $37.50 
Long distance: $10 
Mileage: $12.50 -m 

f .  Room Rental $450.00 

- To provide a larger room for public meeting i>artiapurts $1 50 - 
$450.00). 

9 .  IndepondentlOutside Conauttants 

CAE will submit a revised amendment to request additional grant funds on behalf of me Soil Actlon 
Levels Overslght Panel ?o contract the actual study. These cost3 have yet ta be determined. For more 
informatfan, please see the attached statement of work, 

G) CONSTRUCTION 

No cha~ge is requested to this line Item. 

H) OTHER 

No change is requested to this line item. 

1)  INDIRECT COSTS 

NIB. 

d)  PROGRAM INCOME 

TOTAL GRANT REQUEST = $65,259.50 
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APR-20-98 MON 12:52 PM WESTEINSTER F'JBLIC WRKS FAX NO, 6501643 P, 02 

AITACHMENT 2 

MASTER SCHEDULE 

ADMINISTRATIVE WFP - PTEM - DUE COM. YIN RESPONSIBLE 

1. Develop RF P Criteria 

2. Review schadule/process 
Review Admin RFP 
Select Admin Review Panel 
Select Tech. Review Panel 

3. Receive Grant Money 

4. Place Ad in Denver Post 

5. RFP mailed out 

6. Meeting of Bidders 

e 7. Get Proposals Back 

8. Review contract 
rules of Operation developed 

9. Review team meets 

10, Review Team meets to select 

9 q. lnterview of finalistdselect 

12. NegoPiation/DevelopmenP 

13. Approval of WnttaCtOr 

14. Contract approved by RFCAB 

15. Est. Project end 

16. Start Date of Admin Contract 

I 

April 14 

April 23 

April 23 

April 30 

May 1 

May 8 

May 14 

May 14 

May 15 

May 21 
May 26 

May 27 

May 28 

June 4 

June 4 

June 5 

KenNictor 

Oversight Panel 

DOE 

Ken/Mickey/Hank 

Ken/Mickey 

City of Westminster 
Ken Korkia 

Ken Korkia 

Oversight Panel 

Review Panel 

Review Panel 

Review Panelr 

Review Panel 

Oversight Panel 

RFCAB 

Teamwork by All 

Consultant 



APR-20-98 MON 12:52 PM WESTMINSTER PUBLIC WRKS FAX NO, 6501643 

MASTER SCHEDULE 

TECHNICAL RFP 

- ITEM 

4 .  Tech.Eval Comm named 

2. Complete I RFP 
Cost Projection 

3. Review of RFP 

9. Dev. Selection Criteria 

Place Ad in Post/Bus.Daily 

RFP Mailed Out 

Submit written questions by 
prospective bidders 

3. Proposals due back 

9. Review proposals 

9. Eval. Comm. Selects 

I&. Interview 

11. Negotiation/Development 

DATE COM.Y/N - 
Aprii 23 

May 6 

May 14 

May 25 

May 24. 

June 1 

June 19 

July 17 

July 30 

'Aug. 5 

Aug 11/12 

bq. Approval of Contractor 

15 Contract approved by RFCAB 

'& Request for addi. Grant. $ 

Aug 13 

Sept 3 

. Award of Contract Sept 4 15 

RESPONSIBLE 

Oversight Panel 

Victor/Ken 

P, 03 

Ovsrsight Panel 

Tech Eva1 .Comm. 

Ken/Han WMickey 

KenlMickey ' 

KenEteering Com. 

Ken Korkia 

Tech Eva1 Comm 

Tech Eval. Comm 

Oversight Panel 

Oversight Panel 

RFCAB 

Ken Korkia 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Adxdaiptrstive Support Services for tbe 
Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil A c t h  Levels Oversight Panel 

1. 

Proposals to provide administrative suppurt services €or the Rocky Rats Wonudide  Soil Action 
Levels Oversight Panel (hereinafkr referred to as the “Oversight PaneI”), as described below, wil! 
be received b the Rocky flats Citizens Advisory Board (WCAB), 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, 
Suite 2250, x esrminster, Colorado 80021, until 4:OO p.m on Thursday, May 14, 1998. 

2. GENERAL INFOlMlATfON AND REQUIREMENTS 

2.1 ’ ‘ .  
h4ay-d liv ’ able to m r-d psliry who requests it. A Iist of 
recipients of the RFP may be &ained at the ~ c d o f i c e .  

PLACE, DATE AND TIME FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS 

’ . This Re uest for Pro sals (RFP) is being issued by RFCAB on 89 
Ocncral question6 about @CAB should be dirtctcd to Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats CitizCns Advisory 
Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 22u1, Westminstcr, Colorado 80021; p b e  number 
(303) 420-7855. 

General questions about the Oversi 
Chair of the Oversight Panel, at (3 p 3) 466-5986. 

2.2 * ‘ . It is the policy of RFCAB thar small and minority f m ,  women’s 
b u s b W m l * a  area w, ohall have thc mdximum opg0-V to srticipatt as 
contractors. aubcmtmctors, suppliers, 0: vendors. Contractore W not dscri n5n ate on the basis 
of race, creed, reliaon, color, nadond origins, gender, encesay, agc, marital status or disability, 
in the bidding far and the pufonnance of subcontracts. 

Panel and chis RFP may be directed to Hank Stovall, Co- 

. Any chan to tho RPP dbcuments issued ’or to the date 
posals wi 8” be issued by RFCAB to all rec p” pients of record. A 

mandatory re-bidding ccmf.eme will be held on Friday, May 8, L:OO p.m. at the Westminster 
city H~U, J L m d  Floor council Members ~ m d r o ~ m ,  4800 W. 92nd A V ~ ~ U ~  ~ e s m r i a s t e s ,  
Coiorado. Any clariiicadons intaptations and other forms of oraI response outside of the pre- 
bidding confenncc, whether b RFCAB, tha Oversight Panel or &IS, shall not be construed as 
vaIid or binding. In the event ti a& RFCAB or the Oversight Panel deems U an addendum to the 
RFP is necessary, the addendum wiIl be sent by mail to dl recipients of record. 

. A proposer may withdraw or rcvil;t a proposal after it . *  2.4 ‘ 
has b b a w a l  of a propocd must be made in writang and must 
occur prior to c&e t h e  for receipt of propats. Any praposal withdrawn fur the p 

or una accepted by RFCAB. 

revision must be resubmitred in the specified format within the time set for receipt 
s may not be withdrawn after the time set for receipt. The proposer’s mposal is a 

which s b d  remain open and imvocablc for sixty days from the ga te of submission, 

. .  
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* . The foIIowing masons will 5e considered sufficient for 
disquali iag 8 p m p e r - j & t i o n  of 

2.5. I kornplete proposals. 
2.5.2 Examptions taken to the t e r n  and conditions of the RFP* 
253 Evidence of cohsfon W n g  c e g  proposers. 
2.5.4 Receipt of proposal beyond the Qte set for rwlpt. 
2.5.5 Evidence of misrepresentations or felsehoods. 

paopasa or proposals: 

2.6 Mdtipk . Proposers may join together to submit a joint ppopsd; however, t~ lwd 
prwpostr r n w i 2 Z t k t e t i  No more than one propod will be accepted from any pmposer. 
However, subcontractors may team with more then one proposer to provide spec id id  services. 

2.7 ‘ , RFCAa and the Oversight Panel m e  the right to reject any or all 
prop- for AQ reason md to waive infomaiities in prop6ds. 

3 .  PROJECT DESCRlPTlON 

3.1 -. 
Io 1996, thc Department of Energy, the Colorado lkptmcnt of Public Health d Environment, 
ana h e  Envitonmcntal Protection Agency established Soil Actlon Levels for the cleanup of the 
Rocky Rat,, En- Tctchnology Site. These Soil Adon Levels am incorporated into the 
R x k y  Flab Cleanup Aec#a#nt. 
Soon after learning about the Soit Action Lcvcls, mcmbcxs of thc local community cxprtsscd 
concern about rhe numerical values as the were a jably h i g h  than similar standards or 
values used for the temedf&on of othet K r  oactiv y contnmhted l&ms across the globe. 

Advisory Board rhe cities of Westmaster and 
for an fndepcndent asstssmcnt of the Soil 

Action LaveIs !-ate 1996, thc DcpactmEnt of Energy 
a& to fund such a study. 

To p v i d e  oversight of the study, a panel of thirteen Community represenrat!ves was formed, 
known officiail as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel. This panel 

the conduct of the study. 

In o d a  to hnd the study, the Dcpmmcne of Energy will trse the &Stin8 pant vehicle it has with 
the Rocky Rats Citizens AdvLohy Board (RFCAB). RFCAB will be responsible for all espects 
involving the adminismdon of thc grant modes, Including submitting 8 grant mendmmt or 
application, =viewing and approving contracts, and authorking aad disbufsiq funds to the 
Owsight Panel’s cont~~c~ors. As the f i d u s i q  agent, RFCAB will negotiate and sign ell contracts 
for any rojecc: w i c c s .  The Oversight P a d  will have res nsibili for developing r 

work of 
t h e  contractors. 

will select a tac 55, id conuacmr to review issues surrounding the Soil Action Levels and oversee 

r for props Bp s and selecting contractors in consul&on with R F p ” T  CAB, an will then overses 

AJI its major project activity, tbc Oversight Panel will select and 6- Ihe W& of iin 
independent technical contractor who will examine issues associated With the Soil Action Levels. 
At a minimum, the Oversight Pan01 will meet in work sessions on a monthly basis. At the 
proiect’s end, che Oversighr Panel wiU rcvkw tho findings of tbt contractor and provlde a repon 
a d o r  recommendations to the Department of Eoergy, rbc Colorado Department of hbl ic  Health 
wd Environment, and the Environmental Pmtecuon Agency. 

2 

I 

d 
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To conduct efficient operations, tho Oversight Panel Will q& an admM!+t&ve support sewices 
contractor for acdvides such as preparing agendas, c o ~ c d u n S  and meeting minutes, 
coordinating the technical servicas contractor's travel and  accommodation^, handling meeting 
logistics, and other miscallmu functions. As indicated above, the Oversight Pane1 will meet. at 
a minimum, in monthiy work sessions. Also, during the life of the project, tbe Oversight Panel 
will conduct a public outreach p q p n  to share informadon with m m b  of the gcncral public 
conccdrs its activities and futdingu. Ths administrative suoport contmctor will assist the 
Oversight % we1 in thaa o~treach fuactfons to include devckqymnt aad didbudon of printed 
materials, and eple dvertkxment, m m g e m t  and Conduct of the public meetings. 

Tht project duration for the mduct  of the independent assessment of the Soil Action Levels is 
estimated for one year, 

3.2 . .  
As described above, RFCAB will handle all mattea related to this rojecr for contract 

day direction of the activities for tbc support services conwor. TO fadlitate reliable and direct 
communications between the Oversight Panel and the coniractor, the Contractor will work with the 
Steering Commime of the Oversight P W .  T h i s  Stcuing C o ~ t t c c  consists of two co-chairs 
plus two additional members of the Ovenight PaneI. Communications between the contractor and 
RFCAB will be limited to maters relating to contract issues and Gnadcial matters. T h i s  
communication will bc directed through (he BoardlStdf coordinator and the Executive Committee 
of RFCAB. 

tidministra~oa and financial mdnagemcrrt, The Ovsrsighc Panel w s 1 be responsible for the day-to- 

For RFC%EU~ review 
corn from ILXAB. Becausc the thds awarded to the coaaactor for services ptrfonncd are from 
a federal grant s o w ,  applicable federal rules for procurement, conduct of acthitics and 
cornpansation must be followed by RFCAB, the Oversight Panel and the mnmmr. 

ses of compensation, the Steering Commlttet and the Board/staf€ Coordinator for 
invoices submitted the conmctor. NI manics for compensation will 

3.3 

The contract will be based on pa ment for hours actually worked aad materials used in conducring 
the following r y p  of activities iyt;,,d below. Materids w i U  be billed at actual c a t  innured pIuo an 
add-on. The eventual contract will specify a monthly budget for dinct reimbursable costs such as 
consudle supplies, postage, printing, &livery ~ ~ r v i c t s ,  mileage reimbumment, and long- 
distance phons charges. 

3.3.1 Oversit& P- 
Cmenrl . the 0w.rsigh Panel anticipates at k a t  eighteen work scssions :o be conducted over the 
cxpecdhvehe month d W o n  of the Project. The? projected tasks €or the suppcrt contractor 
include: 

I 

' 
; The conmctrx will provtdc equi mcnt for 3.3.1 .A Audio record of w m  

until the re8 and ta 
end o p" the project when they will be retuned to WCAB for archiving. 

word thc complete proceedings of the-work sessions. These  pes will be sco 

* : Thecontractorwill 
preparc minutes of all wok oesdoas 

outlincs or view-graphs from formal presentations made to the Oversight Panel will be inc!uded as 
addendum to d ~ c  minures. The contractor wiH collect and maintain all project materials ab a record 

. .  3.3,I.B Minrrtes of w 
modons and 

decisic~ns, and any action items for incomplete wor G or fih9.e agenda iterns. Any available notes. 

3 
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of the Project. Upon cornpIetioa of the Projtct, these materials will be tumtd over to WCAB for 
archiving. 

3.3.1.c Approxkaa!ely one week before a scheckdcd 
meeting, the contractor, o d f t t t  will ailat, copy and mail to each 
member a packet consis g, an +a, 
letters or other busincss and my 0th~ material deemed appropriate by 

communicadons to panel memb%%%%shibuti~n d faxes and corm ondenct, maiiing of 
metmitiis, mc~ pime messagiiig, Otbcr administrative duties may b~ re~c l 'per iodic~ly  to 
assure the smcoth operation of the Oversight Panei. Should the Oversig t Panel produce any 
reports or other documcats over the lift of the p ~ f e c h  thc contractor would assfst in their 
devclopmcnt to include word processing, pnnttng and dismbubon, 

copiu of MY motions, 

he steering committee. 

3.3.1.D W-~O- ' Tbecoaaacuxwilfmasaekarbgcentesfor 

: Tbc contractor will be required to 
I .  3.3.1 .E with the 

meet witb the Steering CoEtmirtSe and othcr p m w i t  hast once per montii, w as 
deemed necessary by the Oversight Panel. 

h s e c u i i s i g h t  3.3.1,F 

Panet will begin h e  ess of securing bids and stlccting a coxiltactoi for .3c technical review of 
the Soil Action h e  p" g. fhe administrative support contractor Will assist the Oversight Panel in this 
task to incIudc activities such as word processing, materials prepadon. m d n g ,  and ocher tasks 
Bs n e C C 0 ~ .  

cor,tractor will c o c n i i n a b  Contractor for any services and 
arrangements such as travcI, Iodging and other 

3.3.1.0 ' ' Review S e r v m  :The 

as W C C S S ~ ~ ~ .  

3.3.2 a 
During the lif& of the technical mvhw project, tht Oversight pantl intends to conduct 
public information mcstings as pm of a public outreach program. Although all its iv%L%q 
will be open to the public, these pubiic infOnnatiop meetin s are seen as an nclditionaf way to 
formally prwidb infomatian to members of the general pu % lic and to solicit their feedback on 
issuod mlsted to the project. The adminisaative support contractor ud1 be asked to perfom the 
following tash relatod to the public outreach propun: 

the Oversifit Paml, m-ic meetings induding the procuremnt oi 
meeting locations and necessary q u i  meni the devel m a t  and preparation of materids for 
distrit>ution. ~o&ticd anangernents F or guests or s p L ,  preparation of print uivcrtiscmcnts, 
and the preparation and itistibution of mailed notices to mcrnbers of the public. 'Fbt contractor 
wilj bc available for 
run smoothly. 

3.3.3 

3.3.2.8 ti : The eontractor willll, in consultation with 

meetings to handle all sftudans or conditions to onsuru that the m d n g s  

Tho corrvhctor must have acccso to the following equipment: 

ing, graphics, data processing and electronic F"" 1) Computer with word 
communications capa rtrty 

4 
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2) B r o a d c a s t f a x d i n e  

3) A scanner capable of character and gr;rphic recognition 

4) A copy machine with capabilities for sordng and making several thousand 

5 )  Telephone with vdse capability 

6)  Metered postage capabiliry 

3)  Audio rtcording equipmmt 

copies per moth 

4 ,  KEY PROJECT DATES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES 

"he following dates have been established for the Project: 

May 1, 1998 

May 8,1998 Pre-biddarsConferena 

May 14,1998 

May 15,1998 Proposal Review Team begins rcvicw e * 

May 21,1998 

May 26,1998 

May 27,1998 

RFPforAdmiDistra tivt Support Services is ReIeased 

Dcadlb for Receipt of PmpomIs 

Review Team meets to deet finalists for intervicww 

Intrrviews for finalists / Selection of winning wnuacror 

Negotiation and dtvclopment of coneact begins 

May 28,1998 

June 4,1998 ContractapprovadbyRFCAB 

June 5, 1998 

September 4, 1998 

June 1, 1999 

Approval of contractor choice by Ovetsight Panel 

Start date for adrninhative support services contractor 

Start date for technical review services contractor 

Estimated project completion 

The pmposer eUl imlicate a W y  burdtncd burly rate for sarv!oeo provided as outlintd in Section 
3.3, Scope of Work, The contractor will then break this bur&ncd hourly rate into direct labor and 
indirect costs, and also will indicate how provtstons for profit will be factored i i i  The contractor 
will indicate any additiond mark-up for direct costs, If t.bre are several individuals assigned to 
this project who will work at W e m t  direct labor rates, the proposal must indicate these vatious 
direct labor razes by individual, as well as indircct costs and provisions for profit. and it percentage 
lcvel of effort must be allocated for each individual. 
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negotiation or interviews. The Oversight Panel ~cscrves t&s right to reject any or dl proposals at its 
sole discretion. 

' . During t&e evaluation, &e Oversight Pane1 may uast pro sets to 
verifv certain u-ir nspcctivc proposals. Substantive discussions w' nor be eld with 
any proposer when questing vedflcation. 

" 9 r r  6.2.1 V * 

' . The OVersigtU Panel will noti those proposers who arc selected for 6.2.2 Natificahans 7 negodetion or interview.' ahcy will dso notify in writing id proposers who hava not been 
SOIcCtad. 

6.3 ' 1' iewg. The Oversight Panel my elect to conduct negotiations or 
intewie-r simultaneously with dl proposers selected. Conccpts and ideas 
developed by any proposer or during negotiation may be discussed with all proposers, However, 
exch proper's documents and pricing will be held in confidence by the Oversight Panel, to the 
extent allowed under law applicab!~ to rccipicnts of federal grants. 

6.3.1 ha. It is the intent of the Oversight Panel to conduct negodations or interviews 
with selected proposers to: 

a. Further define aspects of the proposal; 

b. Allow the proposer to better demonstrate his or her understanding of the scope of work 
and the capacity of the proposer's sraff to accoinplish the work; 

c. AIlow the Oversight Panel to define final scope of work for the project; 

d. Allow tho sclectcd pro sers to submil B Best and Final Offw for the final scope of 

6.3.2 

work for the project, if the Oven p" ght Panel desires. 

following negoi*fekffZL%. Tht request will inciuie: 
. If desire4 the Oversighr Panel may q u e s t  BAFOs 

e 
Notice that negotiations me concludtd, 

b. Notice that this ia tha Oppomrniry to submit a BAFO; 

c. A Peguiremcnt that B signed contract laccompany tht B m ,  and 

d. Notice that the BAFO must be received by a specified date and ti=. 

6.4 Final Sckction. Following b e  evaluation andlor negotiation process, t h  Oversight Panel 
may select that proposer whose proposal or B M O  is most advantageous considering fees and 
other factors. It is the lntent of the Ovtrsight Panel to connact with one lead proposer tc conduct 
all elements of this project. However. the Oversight Panel PerVves thc right to contract with more 
than OM finn for se 

proposer. The Ovesight P a l  will not be obligated to prov de infomation to any proposer 
concerning the basis for non-selection. 

p r o p o q ~ r s i @ ~ a n d  will be tumtd over to WCAB far archiving. 

elements of the project if it is advantageous to tbe Oversight Panel. After 

P such selection, the 8"" vcrsight Panel will notify in writing all mposers tht namc of the selected 

. .  6.4 Of F .. Submitted proposals shall not be returned and shall become the . 

7 
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6 ,  SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCESS 

The Oversight Panel may accept a ptoposal (LO submitted or it may elect to negotiate with om or 
mre proposers as heninafter described. 

6.1 Stlac- ' ' , The Oversight Panel wiU valuate proposals on thc basis of the 
evaluation criteria listed below: 

0 

6.1.1 Any fm selected for this pmjcct must be US-owned, and must carry worker's 
compensation coverage required by tbek state. 

. .  6.1.2 

6.1.2.A 

The following point system wiil be used in scoring the propads, Points lifited are 
maximum in 0 u h  category. 

1. Statement of qudifications including descriptions of past experience with similar 
work (1 5 points) 

2. List of at least 3 refeiences with names, addresses, and cumnt phone numbers 
(5 points) 

2. Letter¶ of client satisfactim from at least 3 previous clients (5 points! 

3. Statement of capacity to accomplish the work, staff experience / education (10 
p o w  

4. Cumnt project w d o d  and cifent lsst (5 points) 

5. Description of how the contractor will accomplish the work (20 points) 

6. Project Managemsat - statement on quality control factors, assignrnant of staff 
respomibilitiss ( i5  paints) 

7, Description of fiscal management system to be usod to track costs, prepare 
itemized statements for billing of statements, and match expenditures 10 budget fot 
dinct costs, (15 points) 

8. kssdpGm md a F  of eqlaipment to be u~ed to perfom work hstions. (5 
poinre) 

9. Fees description snd breakdown (5 points) 

6.1.23 (SO %) 

After evaluation of tha written proposais, rhc firms deerntd most responsive based 
on the scores in section 6.1 -2.A above will be ranked based on cost. The lowest 
bid, based on the burdened hourly rate and mark-up costs, will teccivc the bighest 
score. 

6.2 , The Oversight Panel wilI review and evaluate all p opals 
using h-ction 6.1 above and may select as many as four for a e r  

6 
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7 ,  PROPOSi  REQUIREMENTS 

7.1 

7.2 

descriptions of quipmat to be used and assignment of key pro la  staff. 

for work tuikq. If more than one firm is invoIved, how the lead prqser will aranage and 
integrate the work ad specific tasks to bo p c r f o r m + d  by team mmbets. Description of process 
you will use to maintain work tasks md direct costs within budget p a w n t m  set forth by the 
Owsi  t Pancl, and methodology to identify and repoff budget variances to Owsight Panel and 

Five copies o f t ? ?  conpltttd ppOSd Shall be Submiraed. 

The proposal shdl consist, IU a mfnimum, of tbc following secdons: 

a. Work approach, describing Row you would ascomphh fbs work tasks. including 

b. Work management, including gualfty and cost mnml P W  d staff bsspasibilitiw 

WC Ai!f project managers. 

c. Capacity to accomplish work, including current and projcctcd worklo& and 

d. Experience of firm and project staff, including a client list fcr tit letbst three previous 

c. Referenas, including n w t ,  addresscd phone numben and gcncral project 

qualifications of finn and mrmbers of tbe pfojdct staff. 

. years. 

dcscri tions for at least thnt clients who arc familiar with !he quality of tho service-you erfonned. 

those proposers who include letters of ciient satisfaction with their p m p o ~ L q .  

f, Fee&, showing M e n d  hour1 rate that i6 fiutbcr broken down into dhct  iabor costs, 
hdfract cost and provisions for profk h&rk-up for direcr costs, if applicable, must be indicated. 
Also, if team membcrs an at dSfennt labor rates, the proposal must provide the sm breakdown 
of the assigned hourly rare for each team member and must also indicate the bstimared pmnmge 
of time docated to each team member towards completioa of the work tasks. 

As in 4 ‘cated in Section 6.1,2.& Spectfic Pmpsa l  Sc&g Criteria, points will be awiu t; ai to 

8. Original signature of the lead propooar, 

. .  

8 I 
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RFCAE PURCHASE ORDBR 98-X 

April x, 1998 

Laura Till 

ATTACHMENT 4 

The servicas and da1ivMables include, but are not limited to: providing facilitation services during 
at least one, somctimtg two, Oversight Panti d a g s  pe: math, for approximetely four hours 
each meting. You ma be requaaid to fscilitato additional meetings on btMf of the Oversight 

Panel. 
Panel; your services w i; I be requested in advance by the Steering Committee of the Oversight 

. The Rocky Rata Citizens Advisory Board (RPCAB) is pleased to 

h~ts Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel. The e o d  of performance under this 
Ruchase Order is May A, 1998 through h m k r  31,1998. We antkipatt mcwal  in 1999 €or 
six monrhs or until the completion of the Oversight Pawl's work. Co-tim for services 
rendered wiIl be a the rate of$l50 par hour. All invoices will show how, acdvitks and dates 
actwlly worked, RFCAB does not guarantee any minimum amount of work or compensation. 

ucst our services under chis 
urchase order for kflicarion. YOU will pdom these d c t s  on %A*$ khdf for the Rocb 

Your status will be that of a Consultant, You will not be eligible to participate in RFcAB's 
employee benefits pack e and you will be rcsponsib!c for all tax .liabilities in accordance with 
applicable laws StanL b~ibcss practices. 

In addition, RFCAB reserves the right to [erminpte this Pmhase Order for my purpose to include 
but not limited to: intemption andor change in b d n g  or scope of work; failure to coarply with 
reporting/deliverable requmments; delinquent repoxtin of such deliverable rcquinrntnts: or for 

Consulranr. RFCAB will not be respansible for my training the Consultant may require to 
properly perfom their work for RFCAB. 

any reason that is d e e d  10 be in the best interest of &AB, with written notice to the 

2 

Tom Marshall, Chair Laurs Till 



&!&\ City of Broomfield 
I 

One DesCornbes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: 
FROM: &$$&$hd~~&ental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

A 
P 

-P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Carol Lyons 

Lisa Morzel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs’ Ofc 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 

City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of LouisMIle 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
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TO: 

F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

DISTRJBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR APRlL 23,1998 

DATE: APRIL20,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, APRIL 23,1998, 4:OO-6:00 PM. 

PLEASE NOTE THE CFWVGE IN MEETING LOCATION: 

Arvada City Hall- Anne Campbell Room. (Arvada City Hall is at 8 10 1 Ralston Road, located 
on the North West Corner of Ralston Road and Allison Street, just west of the post office. Enter 

City Hall through the Police Entrance. The conference room is the first door on the left.) 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

4:OO 
4:OS 
4:15 

0 '  4:25 

4:40 

6 4 5 5  

5:lO 
5:30 
540 
550 
55.5 

6:OO 

Introductions 
Co-chairs Update 
Report from CAB-Ken Korkia 

Budget (Attachment 1)  
Discussion of RFP Process 

Timeline (Attachment 2) 
Other 

Appoint review panel for selection of the Administrative Services Contractor 
5 member panel to review proposals and recommend contractor for board 
approval 

Appoint techca l  review panel for selection of Technical Contractor 
0 7 member panel will develop selection criteria, review proposals and 

recommend contractor for board approval 

Review Administrative Services RFP (Attachment 3) 
Facilitator Contract (Attachment 4) 
Public Comment 
Other Topicfluture Agenda Items/Action Items 
Next Meeting: May 14, 1998- Broomfield Municipal Center 

Zang's Spur Conference Room 

Adjoum 
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AlTACHMENT 1 

BUDGET DETAiL REQUIRED FOR NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 

Draft - April 2, 1998 

A. PERSONNEL 

No change is requested to this line item. 

B. FRINGE BENEFITS 

No change is requested to this line item. 

C,  TRAVEL 

No change ia requested to this line item. 

D. EQUIPMENT 

No change is requested to this tine item. 

E. SUPPLIES 

No change is requested to thia line item. 

F. CONTRACTUAL $65,259.50 

1 .  CAB statf 54,992.00 

CAB staff members will prov!de administrative senrIces for this p w t ,  indudlng grant management, 
. review of invcices, process requests for payment, etc. The costs are estimated for a duratron of the 

project Df 52 weeks, and at the fallawing rate: Boardlstaff Coordinator, burdened cost of $28 per hour; 
and Office Manager, burdened cost of $20 per hour. Wff Q&Ir@l~c 52 w& x 2 h o w  

$2,080.00). 
- 3er hou  = $2,912.00. m- 52 Dpr wn- m r  - 

An at!omey w l  draft !he contrad fop bye tecbica! contractors of review any documents as necessary. 
CAB currently contracts attorney sehricos with Ankeie, lcencgle, Norton 8 Seter, which charges $1 50 per 
hour for senices oer hgg = S3,OOO.OO). 

3. Accounting Servlces $3,800.00 

Ongoing amunting services throughout the duration of the project will be pfovtded by Ganzaies 
Consulting Services, which currently provides services to CA8. Additional costs for finencial serdces to a 
separate fund account a6 a result of this amendment to CAB'S grant funding is estimated at $300 per 
month MOO x 13 nmnths = $3,600.00). 

13: 28 

omn - April 3,1898 $53' I 

I 
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. 4  , Procurement Advertidrig $2,00 0.0 0 

CAB will need to advertise on behalf of the Ovetslght Panel a request for bids for contractual support 
senkes for the panel. Thls estimate is based on previous CAB costs for advertking a request for interest 
in biddfng on sedcas. 

5 .  Audit $ 1  ,SOO.OO 

One-time financial audit at end of PFO~EC~, to be pmvidaj by Johnson, kiokher & Company. Costs are 
determined based on CAB'S annual audit pfus an additional percentage to review and audit a separate 
fund account as a resulP Of this amendment 00 CAB'S g m  funding = $1:508.86. 

6 .  Meeting Support $ 1 5 , 4 2 5 . 0 0  

For pmject services such as pfeparation of meeting agendas and materials, meeting minutas, copying, 
recording, transcrfption, SeCretarial services, etc. as determined by the panel and services yet to be 

x 575 1 

S21,600.00). In additicn, direct costs for m-ting support to be incumd by and reimbursed to the 
contractor we estimated a t  

contracted, estimated at $?5 per hour (16 ho-x 18 

Consumable supplies: = $ 1 , ~  06.00 
Postage: a oer m m  x 78 = $1,800.00 

* 
Miiage: - I =  $225.60 

Printing: m r  rnm x 17 e = $300.60 
Long distance: m n r  rrlpnth x 12 months = $300.00 

7 .  Meeting Faoilhatlon 2,608.00 

A facilftator has been mntrzcted to coordinate all meetings of the panel. Costs are estimated at $150 per 
hour ~ ~ e d i m ~ ~  V x 3 1 5 0 ~ W 1 ~ u  = 812,800.00). r w  3 meetings 
have already been held for which facilitation Services ware provided and costs were incutred.1 

8 .  Outreach Coats $12,142.20 

The panel expects to hold 3 zddttionai puMk meetlryts durtng the life of the proiect. to dlscuss the sbwa 
of the project and to sofiCit public input. Those medngs All require adveltlsing, postage to mail out 
notlces, primed materiais for distribution to the pubk, addittdnal fadrition services and meeting support, 
as well as mom rental for a larger forum. 

Advertising in three local papers, based on current mts fcr advertising CAa meetings 
be r me = 53,000.00). 

b . Printed Materials $3,000.00 

Ex preparatidn of fact shaets, copies of status reports and notes, ot speclal documents to be 
distributed to the publlc (3 m a a s  x $l.MQoer r T l m  ' = $3,000.00). 

c .  Postage $750 .00  

To send out post cards or other notices Fot special public meetings 
= $750.00). 

dv I 
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d . Facilitation $1,390.00 

Facilitation se~ ices  for public meetings, provided by the facilitator for panel meetings 
X 3  - 1 9  = $1,350.00). 

e. MwtIng Support $3,692.20 

Support services for the panel yei to be com&ed, estimated at $75 per hour 

to b@ incunad by and reimbursed to the amtracbr am estimated at: 
Consumable suppfies: $ i s o m  

3 maemas x %75 ner how = $3,375.00). In addition, direct COstG for meeting support 

Long distance: $10 oer = S30.W 
Mileage: m a  oe r v  v = $37.50 

f .  Room Rental $450.00 

- To provide a larger room for public meeting participants - 
$450.00). 

9 . IndepondsntlOutsida Consultants 

CAB wiil submit a revised amendmt to request additional grant funds on behalf of the Soil ActJon 
Levels Oversight Panel to contract the actual study. These #)st3 have yet to be determined. For more 
information, please see the attached staWn8~t of work. 

G) C.ONSTRUCT!ON 

No change is requested to this line Item. 

nl OTHER 

No change is requested to this line item. 

I )  INDIRECT COSTS 

IVA. 

 TOTAL GRANT REQUEST = $65,259.50 I 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

MASTER SCHEDULE 

ADMINISTRATIVE RFP - ITEM - DUE _COM. YIN RESPONSIBLE 

1. Develop RFP Criteria April 14 

2. Review schedule/process April 23 
Review Admin RFP 
Select Adrnin Review Panel 
Select Tech. Review Panel 

KenNictor 

Oversight Panel 

. 3. Receive Grant Money April 23 DOE 

4. Place Ad in Denver Post April 30 Ken/Mickey/Hank 

5. RFP mailed out May 1 Ken/Mickey 

6. Meeting of Bidders 

7. Get Proposals Back 

8. Review contract 
rules of Operation developed 

9. Review team meets 
10. Review Team meets to select 
11. Interview of finalists/select 

12. NegotiationlDeveloprnent 

M ~ Y  a 

May 14 

May 14 

May 15 

May 21 
May 26 

May 27 

City of Westminster 
Ken Korkia 

Ken Korkia 

Oversight Panel 

Review Panel 
Review Panel 

Review Panelr 

Review Panel 

13. Approval of contractor May 28 Oversight Panel 

14. Contract approved by RFCAB June 4 RFCAB 

15. Est. Project end June 1 Teamwork by All 

16. Start Date of Adrnin Contract June 5 Consultant 
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MASTER SCHEDULE 

TECHNlCAL RFP 

- ITEM DATE COM.YIN - 
I .  Tech.Eva1 Comm named April 23 

2. Complete I RFP 
' Cost Projection 

3. Review of XFP 

May 6 

May 14 

9. Dev. Selection Criteria May 25 

May 24. Place Ad in Post/Bus.Daily 

RFP Mailed Out June 1 

Submit written questions by 
prospective bidders 

2. Proposals due back 

June 19 

) 
July 17 

9. Review proposals July 30 

q. Eval. Comm. Selects Aug. 5 

jb. Interview Aug 11/12 

4. Negotiation/Development 

bq, Approval of Contractor 

13 Contract approved by RFCAB 

if, Request for addi. Grant. $ 

pS Award cf Contract 

Aug 13 

Sept 3 

Sept 4 

RESPONSIBLE 

Oversight Panel 

Vic?or/Ken 

Cvsrsight Panel 

Tech Eva1 .Comm. 

Kenliian WMickey 

Ken/Mickey . 

KenISteering Corn. 

Ken Korkia 

Tech Eva1 Comrn 

Tech Eval. Comm 

Oversight Panel 

Oversight Panel 

RFCAB 

Ken Korkia 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

e 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Administrative Support Services for the 
Rocky Flat8 RacKSomelide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel 

1. 

Pruposals to provide administrative support scrviocs for the Roclq' Rats Radionuclide So2 Adon 
Levels Oversight Panel (hcrcinaf?zr rtftned to as the "Oversight PW'), as described below, wil! 
be received by tho Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (WC,4B), 9035 'Wadsworth Parkway, 
Saite 2250, Westminster, Colorado 80021, until 4:OO p.m. on Thursday, Ma.] 14, 1998. 

2 .  GENERAL INFORMATION AND REQtrIREMENTS 

PLACE, DATE AND TIME FOR RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS 

0 

' . "hiis Re uest for Pro sals (RFP) is being issued by RFCAB on P . . .  
a i  

2. I 
May-rnade av able to an uxwted parry who requests ir. A Iist of 
mipienu of h e  RFP may be dained at the ~ ~ d o f l c e .  

General questions about RFCm should be directed to Ken Korkia, Rocky Rats C i k n s  Advisory 
Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, Colorado 80021; phone number 

General questions about the Oversi 
Chair of the Oversight Panel, at (3 o@ 3) 466-5986. 

2.2 w r y  Bufiinesises . It is the policy of RFCAB thar dl end minority firms, women's 
businesses and latror S@W arm firms, shall h v e  the umximum opportunity to articipatt as 
contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, 0: vendors. Contractors shaU not dfscri n5n a0 0x1 the basis 
of race, creed, tcllpion, color, national origins, gender, ancestry, age, matital status or disability, 
in the bidding for and t t ~ ~  pexfomance of subcontracts. 

(303) 420-78SS. 

Panel and his RFP may be directed to Hank Stovall, Co- 

. Any c h  to tho RFP dbcumants issued prior to the date 
os& wi if" be issued by RFCAB to all rectpients of record. A 

valid or binding. In che event t i  at RFCAB or the Oversight Panel deans tbar 811 addendum eo the 

mandatory *-bidding csnfercncc will bc held on Friday, May 8,l:OO p,m. at the Westminster 
City Hall, f econd Floor council Members Boardroolra, 4800 W. 92ad Avenue, Wstmhscer, 
Colorado. Any ~lariiicadons, interpretadoas and otbr forms of oral response outside of the pre- 
bidding conference, whether b RFCAB, the Oversight Panel or others, shall not bc construed as 

EW is necessary, the addmium wiI1 be sent by mail 10 dl recipients of record. 

. A propow m y  withdraw or nvi& a proposal aftcr it 0 .  2.4 ' 
has b b a w d  of a proposal must be madc in writing and must 

revision must be resubmitted in the specifled f o m  within the time set for reCeipK 
occur prior to the time for receipt of proposals. Any propcsal withdrawn for the p 

or untifaccepted by RFCAB. 

s may not be withdrawn after the time set for rxcipt. l l c  proposer's 
which sbdI remain open and imvoabit for sixty days from the 

. .  
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Tb folIowing reasons will be considered sufficient for 
ection of the proposal or proposals: 

2.5, I Incomplete proposals. 
2.5.2 Exemptions taken to the terms and conditions of the RFP. 
2.53 Evidence of co l lush among competbg proposers. 
2.54 W i p t  of proposal beyond the date set for racotpt. 
2.5.5 Evidence of misrepmmtatfons or fdsehoods. 

2.6 &lti . Proposers ma join together to sub& o joht pmposal; however, B lead 
proposer ZEE!Ld. No more L one ppoa wiu tx accepted from any proposer. 
However, subcontractors may team with more than one proposer to provide specialized services. 

2.7 ' . W A a  and the Oversight Panel reserve tha right to reject any or all 
prop- for no hason and to waive informalities in propsals. 

3 .  PROJECT DESCRLPTION 

3 , l  -. 
Ia 1996, thc Department of Energy, the Colorado Deprtmmt of Public Hcalth and Environment, 

Reeky Flat$ Envir0-d Technology Site. These Soil Action Levels ate incorporated into the 
Rmky Flats C!eanup Agrt?emnt. 

Soon after learning about thc Soil Action Lcevds, mc- of the local conrmunfty e x p n d  
concerns about the numerical va lw as the were a iably hi* than sirnilat standards or 
valws used for the nmedldon of other rad;r d v  y C O n ~ h a t e d  bcatbms aCMS8 the gobe. 
Sword entities, including the 
Broodield, and Conpesman 
Action lnveb and the process 
agncd to f b d  such a study. 

To provide oversight of the study, a panel of' zhineen Community represenratlves wm formed. 
known offici& as che Rocky Rats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Ovetsight Panel. This panel 
will select B tee h id contractor to review issues surrounding the Soil Action Levels and oversee 
the conduct of the study. 

In otdcr to Aurd the study, thc Dtparrment of Energy will use the existing grant vehicle it has with 
the Rocky Rats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB). RFCAB will be responsible for all aspects 
involving &e admhktradon ob ?he grana modes, including d t t b g  a grant amendment or 
application, ro,viewing and approving conkacts, and authrizing and disbursing funds to the 
Ovasight Panel's contr8c16rS. As the fiduciary agent, RFCAE will negotiate and sign dl contracts 
for any rojtc: services. The Oversight P a d  will have RE risibility fo: dcvcloping r uesu far 

these contracum. 
As its major pre'ect ecrivity, tbc Oversight Panel will select and 6vtrsa the work of rln 

At 8 minimum, the Oversight Panel will meet in work sessions on a montNy basis. At the 
pro'ect'9 end, the Oversight Panel will rcvicw tho fmdlngs of the contractor and provide a repon 
an d or ncommcndations to the Departmcnr of Eccra, b e  Coiorado Dcpsrtment of Tublic Health 
wd Environment, and the Environmental Protecdon Agency, 

. an6 rhe Bnvitonmcntal Protection Agency establishd Soil Acdon Levels for the cleanup of the 

Advisory Board rhe cities of Westrmnster and 
for an independent assessment of the Soil 

h t o  k 1996, the Department of Energy 

propos Bp s and selecting contractors in consuitation with 8 CAB, and will then cvetaee. % e work of 

independcat tcc La cal contractor who will examine issues wociatcd with the Soil Action Levels. 

2 



. APR-20-98 MON 12:55 PM WESTMINSTER PUBLIC WRKS FAX NO, 6501643 P, 06 
3034207529 ROCKY FLATS CFlB 061 P04 WR 17 '98 1 1 ~ 4 6  

To conduct efficient operadcms, tho Oversight Panel will uire an admfni&ative support scrrices 

coordinating the technical services contractofo travel and accommodations, handling meeting 
logistics, and other miscellaneo~~ functions. As hdicatcd above, the Oversight Panel will met. at 
a -nlnimum, in monthly work sessions. Also, during the Life of the project, the Ovasight Panel 
will conduct a public outrtach prooram to share information with rnembus of the general public 
concernin its activities and ficfings. Ths administrative support contractor wilI assist the 
Oversight % turel in ttresb ~ufttach funcdons to include development and dstribudon of printed 
materials, and tbe advertisement, arrangement ami conduct of the public meetings. 

Tht project duration for the conduct of the independent assessment of the Soil Action Levels is 
estimated for one year, 

contractor for activides such as preparing agendas, co TId3cations and meuting minutes, 

3.2 

As described hove, WCAB will handle all matters rclartd to this rojeci for contraci 

day direction of the activities for the support services contractor. To facilitate reliable and direct 
communications between the Oversight Panel and the contractor, tht contractor wiU work with the 
Steering Committee of the Oversight Paael. "his Stsuing Conamittcc consisrs of rwo co-chaim 
plus two additional members of the Oversight PaneI. Communications between the contractor and 
RFCAE will be limited to maEters relating to contract Issues and financial matters. This 
communication will bc directed through the Board/Staff Coo*tor and the Executive Committee 
of RI;cA€3. 

administcation and financial management, The 0vSrSighC PweI w' s 1 be responsible for thc day-to= 

For urposes of compensation, the Steering Commlttct and the Bodstaff Coordinator for RFZM will review 
c o r n  from RFCAB. &cause the t h i s  awarded to the coIIt28ctor for services ptrfomcd are from 
B federal grant so-, applicable fedua mlcs for procuremnt, conduct of activities and 
campensation must be fouowed by RFCAB, the Oversight Panel and the wntractor. 

invoices sutnnittai by the contractor. AI monies for compensation will 

3.3 m a f o r k  

The contract will be based on pa ment for hours actually worked and mattrials used in conducting 
the folIowin8 type0 of activities below. Materids wiU be billed at actual mt humred plus an 
add-on. The eventual contract wiIl specify a monthly budget for k t  reimbursable costs such as 
consumtlble supplies, postage, printing, delivery SCTY~CCS, milcage reimbursement, and long- 
distance phone charges. 

3.3.1 Oversi- 

Cllrrend , the Oversight Panel anticipates at least eightem work scssiom :o bc conducted over ~e 
cxpec:tdlwelve month duration of the Projecr. The projected casks for the support contractor 
mcludc: 

' - Tbe conmctor will provide equi ment €or 3.3.1 .A ,Audio record of w- 
until the re8 and ta 

end o the project when they will be rttumd eo RFCAB for archiving. 

* ' : Theconmaorwill 
prepam minutes of all w o k  scssioas to i x s c c l  motions and 

outlines or view-graphs from formal ?resentations made to the Oversight Panel will be inc!udcd ds 
addendum to rhc minutes. Thc contractor will collect and maintain all project materials ab a record 

record +& complete proceedings of the-work sessions. These &pes will be sco 

. *  
p" 

3.3.1.B of work 

deasions, and any action items for incomplete wor i or fbtun agenda items. Any avairdbie notes, 

3 
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of the Project. Upon completion of the Project, these materials will be tuned over to WCAB for 
archiving. 

Approxkaa!ely one week before a scheduled 
mmittct will collect, copy and mail to each 

3.3.1.c 
meeting, the contractor, 
member a packet consis alFnda, dmft copies of my motions. 
letters or other business any other material deemed appropriate by 

co~muni~adons to panel membi%%%8ktrib~ti~n of faxes and C O ~  ~ndtnce, mailing of 
meterids, and phone messaging, Other administrathe duties may be re +peri.di.d1y to 
ass= the omcoth operrttisn of the Oversight Panei. Shodd the Qversig t Panel produce any 
reports or other documents over the He of the project, the conlaactor would assist in rheir 
devcloprnent to include word processing, printing and distribution. 

3.3.1.E the ov 
meet with the Steering Codt tee  and other p m j ~ w a t  !cast once per month, or as 
darned necessary by the Oversight Panel. 

rhc Steering committee. 

3.3.1.D W-tO- ' 
' The contracfoz wifl act as a cieztuiwg Cm?eg for 

: The contractor will be required to I .  ' 

task to include acti 
as n C C t s s R q .  

1 Review Services- :Tht . .  3.3.1 e C 3  
a m d i n & ! !  &n?rUtor for my services and contractor 

anangcrnents such as travel, lodging and other tasks as necessary. 

3,3.2 

. During the life ofthe kfbnicd mview pmjcct, thc Oversight Pmd Iatmdo to conduct 
public information meetings BS pm d a public ouireach program. Although dl fts w%k%! 
will be open to the public. these public information meeh s itre seen 8s 8 ~ 1  edditiond way to 
issues related to the project, The a&nhisas#lvc support contractor will be asked to perfom the 
following tasb related to the public outreach program: 

: The conmaor will, in wnsuitatioa with 
rhe Oversight P a d ,  m&-k meeeng.s hchclding the procurement of 
meeting locations md necessary equi mnt, the dovelo mcnt and preparation of materials for 

and the preparation and distribution of mailed notices to rncrnbcrs of the public. T5t coa!xactor 
wil i  bc avatlable for these meetings to handle all situatfons or conditioni to ansure that the meetings 
run smoothly. 

fondly provide information to members of the general pu f) lic and to solicit their feedback on 

distribution, lcigistical urAngernents P or guests or spe seers przparation of pMt advtxtiscmenks, 

3.3.2.A 

3.3.3 

Tho cantractor must have access to the following equipment: 

1) Computer with word rocessfog, graphics, data processing and elccmnic 
communications capa E ility 

4 
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2) Broadcast fax machine 

3) A m e r  capable of character and Eraphic recognition 

4) A copy machine with capabilities for sordng and making several thou& 

5 )  TeIqhone with vdce mcssaghg capability 

6)  M c t d  postage capability 

7') Audio recording equipment 

I 
copies per month 

KEY PROJECT DATES FOR ADMINISTRATWE SUPPORT SERVICES 

The following datcs have been tstabllshed for the Project: 

5 .  

May 1, 1998 

May 8,1998 

May 14,1998 

May 15.1998 

May 21, 1998 

M ~ Y  26,1998 

May 27,1998 

May 28,1998 

June 4,1998 

June 5,1998 

September 4, 1998 

June 1, 1999 

FEES BID 

KFP for AdmiDistradvt Support Services is Released 

Pre-biddors Conferem 

Dcadlino for Receipt of h.oposaJs 

Prapaal Rcvicw Team begins review 0 

Review Team meets to select finalists for intuvicww 

Interviews for finalists / Selection of winning Conplacmr 

Negotiation and dtvclopmeat of contract begins 

Approval of contractor choice by Ovesight Panel 

ContraCtapprovodbyRFcAB 

. 

Start date for adminisaative support sewices conhctor 

Stad date for technical mview semices ccctmctor 

Estimated project completion 

The pmposer ehatl indicate a M y  burdcncd bouriy rate for serv!ces provided as outlintd in Section 
3.3, Scope of Wok,  The contractor will then break this burdened hourly rate into direct labor and 
indirect costs, and also will indicate how provtsims for profit w i I I  be factored Lz The contractor 
will indicate any additionat mark-up far direct cow. If thre are several hdividuals assigoed t~ 
this project who will work at differtnt direct labor rates, the proposal must indicate these varjous 
dirtct labor razes by individual, as well as indircct cos:s and Frovisions for profit. and a pencztage 
Icvd of effort xut be allocated for each iddividual. 

, $ k 2 -  
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6 ,  SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCESS 

T b  Oversight Panel may ticctpt a propowl as submitted or it may elect to megodate with om or 
more proposcrs as hereinaAar &&bed. 

6.1 Stlee- ' ' . The Oversight Panel wiil evaluate proposals on the basis of the 
evaluation criteria listed below: 

6,I.l Any fvtn selected for thh project must be US-owned and must carry wodccr's 
compensation coverage required by their state. 

. .  6.1.2 EyaIUaticmCm 

6.1.2.A SDaclfiEProwsal S- ' ' (50%) 

The followin4 point system will be used in scoriq the propcsds. Points listed are 
maximum in sach category. 

1. Statement of qudihcations including descriptions of past experience with similar 
work (19 points) 

2. List of at least 3 references with names, addresses, and current phone numbers 
(5 points) 

2. Letters of client satisfaction from at least 3 previous clienrs (5 points) 

3. Statement of capacity to accomplish Ihc work, sW experience / education (10 
points) 

4, Curnnt project w d o a d  and client list (5 pohts) 

5. Description of how the conrnctor will accomptish the work (20 pohts) 

6. Project Managemdnt - sfatement on quality control factors, assignment of  staff 
respoa.uibilitics (is points) 

7. Description of fiscal management system to be uscd to track costs, prepare 
itemized stetements for billing of statemnts, and match expenditures to budget for 

8. Description md age of equipmenne to be uesd to perfom work hctions. (5 
points) 

9. Fees description snd btekdown (5 points) 

6.1.2.B (50 5%) 

After evaluation of tho written proposais, the firms jceaud most responsive based 
on the scores in section 6.1 -2.A above will bt ranktd bawd on cost. The lowest 
bid, based ou the burdened hourly rate and maric-up cos& will receive the highest 

dinct costs, (15 points) 

SCOE. 

6.2 
using h-ction 6.1 above and may select BS many as four for &er 

' 
, The'Oversight Pad will review and evaluate all pro osals 

6 
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oe~odation or interviews. The Oversight Panel reserves the right to reject any or dl proposals at its 
sole discretion. 

6.2.1 Veri&&&. During &e evdw~oa, h e  Oversight Panel may uast pro sen to 
vedfy ceitain aspects of their respcctivc proposals. Substantive discussions w' "91r  nor be cfd with 
any proposer when requesting verif ldon. 

negodatfon or interview: They will &o notify in writing d proposers who have not bee3 
SeICctad. 

' 
, The Oversight Panel will noti W e  proposers who arc sclcctcd for 6.2.2 Natificahons P 

6.3 ' t '  ' . The Oversight Panel may elect to conduct negotiations or 
i n t e r v i e ~ d t a n e o u s i y  with dl proposers selected. Concepts and ideas 
developed by any proposer or during negotiation may be &cuussCd with aU proposers, However, 
ectch proper's documtnts md priciig will be hcid hi confrdence by the Overgight Panel, to the 
ex'mt allowed under law applicable to rcfipicnts of federrtl grants. 

6.3.1 latmr. It is the intent of the Overaight Panel to conduct negodations M interviews 

a. Further dcfinc aspects of tfte proposal; 

b. Allow the praposer to better demoastrace his or her understanding of rhe scope of work 

with selected proposers to: 

and the capacity of the proposer's staff to accofflplis!~ the work; 

c. AIlow the Oversight Panel to dcfinc flnal scope of work for the project; 

d. M o w  the sclccted proposers to submit B Best and Final Offer for thc final owpe of 
work for the project, if the Ovenfght Panel dtJkrs. 

6,3.2 

a Norfce thst negotiations are concluded, 

b. Notice that this is tho opportuniry to submit a BAFO 

c. A requirement that a s i p d  contract accompany &e m, and 
8. Notice that the BMO must be received by 10 specified dote and time. 

. If desired, the aversight Panel may rctquett EAF& 
foucrwing n e g ~ ! i e L ~ ~ ~ & .  request will include: 

6.4 FinatSelecbo~ ' . Following the evaluation andlor negotiation process, r h  Oversight Panel 
may select tSat proposer whose proposal or BAFO is most advantageous considering fees and 
other factors. I: is the intent of the Ovtrsight Panel to contract with one Id proposer to conduct 
all  elements of * I s  project. However, the Orersi@t Panel peservcs thc right to c o n m t  with more 
than one firm for se mu elements of the project dit is advantageous to tbe Oversight Panel. Met 

pmposar. Tht Ovusigbt Pawl will not be obligated to prov de infomation to any proposer 
concerning the basis for non-selection. 

P such peldon, rhc 8 v d g h t  Panel wi l l  notify in writing all mposers the namc of rhc selected 

f Ropos&, Submitted proposals shalI not be returned and shall bccome t le  .. 6.4 
p r o p q ! s i @ t  Panel and will be turned over to WCAB for archiving. 

7 
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' 7 e  PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 

I 
7.1 Five copies of L !  conpleted proposal shall be submid.  

7.2 

dcscriptiow of quipmat to be used and assignment of key prcject staff. 

for work tukq. If more than one firm is involved, how the lead grwser will rnanage and 
integrate the work a d  specific tasks !o be pafomcd by tcam members. Dc.osripdon af process 
you will use to maintain work tasks md direct costs within budget pawntttrs set forth by the 
Oversf t Panel, and mthoddogy 10 identify and report budget variances to Oversight Panel and 

The proposal shall consist, ai a midmum, of rhc following secttans: 

a. Work approach, describing how you wouM accomplish the work tasks, Including 

b. Work mmagemenc including quality and COS ~bflppol factors and staff rtsponsibilitics 

WC A!! project managers. 

c. Capacity to accomplish work, hcluding current and projected workload, and 
qualifications of firm and members of the project staff. 

d. Expaxiem of firm and project staff, including a client list fcr at le&st thret? previous 
years. 

C~ Rcfctcnccs, including naxxs, addrema phone uumbers and g c n d  project 
dcscri tions for at least thrtc clients who an familiar with !he quality of the service you pedormed. 
As in&akd in Section 6.1.2,A. Specific Propasd Sc&g Criteria, points will be awarded to 
those proposers who include Ietturs of client satisfstion with their prop&. 

f, Fee&, showing burdened hour1 rate that is furthcr broken down into direct iabor cdsts, 
indirtct cost and proviaons for profit. d i k - u p s  for direct costs, if applicablc, must be indicatcct. 
Aho, if team members an 3 difircnt ! a h  rates, the propssd must provide the same brcakdown 
of the assigned W l y  rare for each team member and must also indicate the estimated pmnraga 
of time allocawI to each team member towards completion of the work tasks. 

8. Original signanrrt of the lead proposer. 

8 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

e 
I '  

RFCAB PWRCHASB ORDER 98-X D w r  
April x, 1998 

 
 

Dcar Laura: 

The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) is pleased to pe uest our sarvicas under this 
urchase order for hilitadon. You will perfon these s e o b s  on &CA&s behalf for the Rocky 

hats Radionuclide Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel. The period of performance under this 
Purchase Ordcr is May 1,1998 through December 3 1,1998. Wc anticipatt renewal in 1999 €or 
six months or until the completion of the Oversight Panel's work. Carnpcnsation for servica 
rendered will be at the rata of $150 per hour. AU invoices WU show hours, actfvities and dates 
actually worked, RFCAB does not guarantee any minimum mount of worlr of compensation. 

The services and delivcrables include, but are not limited to: providing facilitation services during 
at least one, somctimts two, Ovusigfrt Panel meetings pet math, for approximetely four hours 
each mscting. You may be requested to facilitato additional m e h g s  on behalf of the Oversight 
Panel: your services wlll be requested in advance by the Steering Committee of the Oversight 
Panel. 

Yow status will be that of a Cmsulmt. You will not be eligible to participate iu RFCAB's 
cmployct benefits pac 

In addition, RFCAB cese~ves the right to taninate this hachase Order for any purpose to include 
but not limited to: intempon andor change in fuadfng or scope of work; failure to comply with 
reporring/deliverable qmments ;  delinquea reportin of such deliverable requirements; or for 
any m a r t  that is d e e d  to be in the best intenst of R!k AB, with written notice to the 
Consultmt. RFCAB will not be responsible for any W n g  the Consultant m y  q u i r e  to 
properly perform their work for RFCAB. 

Sincelely, 

e and you will be nsponsib!c for all tax liabilities in accordanca with 
applicable lews and stan % d business practices. 

B agree to &e terms and conditions stated above: 

d 

Torn Marshall, Chair Laura Till 
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0 April 22,1998 

TO: Mary Harlow, City of Westminster 
Hank Stovall, City of Broomfield 

cc: Kathy Schnoor, City of Broomfield 
Panel members 

FROL'ZI: Car01 Lyons, City of Arvada 

RE: Rocky Flats Soil Acxion Level Oversight Pnoel 
Proposed Agenda, ApriI 23,1998 

Thanks for the packet of infomation, including the proposed agenda, faxed to me Monday night 
for the meeting tomorrow. It looks like a lot of preparation hiis been done. I have same 
suggestions for the proposed agenda for the meeting April 23, 1998. 

- According to my nates, we agreed at the last two meetings that the panel functioning 
process would be on the agenda of the next meeting. I do not see it on this proposed agenda. 
Since it has akezdy been postponed !?om edrlisr meetings, I suggest it be placed first on the 
agenda, with about 45 minutes allotted. 

- One corment on t h ~  CAB budget: The budget shows $450 for meeting space. There is 
plenty of meeting space avdable at Arvada City 'Hall for no charge, dayxime or evening, 
refreshments provided. What is  the $450 far? 

- 
by a panel member. 

011 the scbeduk for the Administrative RFP, I suggest that the bidders meeting be hosted 

I hope the agenda can be revised to include the topic we agreed to discuss earlier. If you have 
any questions, please 1st me know. 

Carol E. Lyons 
Rocky Flats Coordinator 
City of Arvada 
P.O. Box 8101 
ibvada, CO 80001 
(303) 421-2550 ext. 3292 

S 
fa (303) 43 t -391 I 



/i / After-hours meeting 

Employee: Kathy SchnoorMank Stovall 1 # People approx 30 

/ / Special Requests 

Meeting Date: From: 3:30pm 

Thurs May 14, 1998 To: 6:30pm 

Special instructiondrequests: - NA 

Room Requested: 

Zang Spur conf rm 

Coffee service will be used (Must be cleaned up) / x / y e s  / / no 

Group: Public Works 

Food service details: (delivery timehy whodetc.) NA 

City staff present / x / yes / / no 

~~ ~ ~ 

Requested by -K Schnoor Phone -6363 
Citizen's Assistance Center Confirmation: Date 

Date -411 4/98 

Liability Waiver RequirecUSubmitted / /  
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4 /20/98 w Date: - s nity Advisory CA - 26-98 

PUBLIC MEETING CALENDAR 

to be held in April. May 
onday Of each month. 

meetln s, or rneetlngs 
CB a endat. Please 

if you have questions or 
calendar additions. 

APRIL 20, 1998 

APRIL 1998 

20 CAB Deactivation and Decommlsslonlng/Closure Plan Focus Group 
Contact: Erady Wilson, CAB. 420-7855 
6:OO p.m. - 8:OO p.m., CAB office, 9035 N. Wadsworth, Ste. 2250, Westminster 

21 CAE Plutonium Issues Focus Group 
Contact: Ken Korkia, CAB, 420- 7855 
7:OO p.m. - 9:OO p.m., Westminster City Hall, lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave.. Westminster 

23 Rocky Rata Local Im acts lnltlatlve Board Meeting 
Conrad: Sara Taylor, f? FLll940-6090 
Half Day fletreaO--Time: YBD 

29 * Public Partlclpatlon Focus Group 
Contact: Sara Taylor, RFl /I, 940-6090 
2:30 p.m. - 430 pm.,  RFLll office, 5460 Ward Road, Ste. 205, Awada 

MAY 1998 

07 CAB Work Sesslon 
Contact: Deb Thompson, CAB, 420-7895 
6:OO p.m. - 9:30 p.m., Westminster City Hall, lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave.. Westminster 
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MAY 1990 

11 

26' \w 

CAB Slte Wlde lssuesl6ud et Focus Group 

7:OO p.m. - 9:OO p.m., Westminster City Hall, lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave.. Westminster 

CAB Deactlvatlon and DecomrnlsslonlnQlCloaure Plan Focus Group 
Contact: Sfady Wilson, CAB, 420-7855 
6:OO p.m. - 8:OO pm., Westminster City Hail, lower-level Multi Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave., Westminster 

CAB Plutonium Issues Focus Group 
Contact: Ken Korkia. CAB, 420-7855 
7:OO p.m. - 9:00 p.m., Westminster City Hall. lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave., Westminster 

Contact: Erin Rogers, CAB, 4 s 0-7855 

Natural Resource Management Polk Publlc W t l n g  

7:OO p.m. - 9:OO pm., Broomfield Senior Center, 280 Lamar Street, Broomfield 

State Data Exchange Meetln 
Contact: Steve Nesta, RFETS, 66-6386 
1 :30 p.m. - 330 p.m., Broomfield Senior Center, 280 Lamar Street, Broomfield 

Source Term Meetlng on Rocky flats Releases Sponsored by the Health 
Advisory Panel. 
Contact: Ann Lockhart. CDPHE, 692-2640 
9:00 a.m. - 4:OO p.m. Location: TBD 

Contact: Mariane Anderson, DOE, 966 ar, 88 

! 

27-28'Health Advlsory Panel Technlcal Work S e s s l O n  
Contact: Ann Lockhad, CDPHE, 692-2640 
9:00 a.m. - 4:OO p.m. Location: TED 

Rocky Flats Local Irn ects lnlttatlve Board Alleetlng 

200 p.m. - 4:OO pm.. RFLll office, 5460 Ward Woad, Ste. 205, h a d a  

28 
Contact: Sara Tay/or, FP FLl/ 940-6090 

JUNE 1998 

04 CAB Work Sesslon 
Contact: Deb Tnompson, CAB. 420-7855 
6:OO p.m. - 9:30 p.rn., Westminster City Hall, lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave.. Westminster 

CAB Slte Wlde IssuedBudget Focus Group 
Contact: Erin Rogers, CAE, 420-7855 
7:OO p.m. - 900 pm., Westminster City Hall, lower-level Multi-Purpose Room, 
4800 West 92nd Ave.. Westminster 

08 
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JUNE 1998 

15 CAB Deactlvatlon and Decommlssionlng/CPosorre Plan Foeus Group 
Contact: Brad Wilson, CAB. 420-7855 

4800 West 92nd Ave., Westminster 
690 p.m. - 0: (7 0 p.m.. Westminster Clty Hall, lower-level Multi Purpose Room. 

16 CAB Plutonlum issues Focus Group 
Contact: Ken Korkia, CAB, 420-7855 
7:OO D.m. - 9DO pm., Westminster City Hall. lower-level Multi-Purpose Room. 
4800'West 92nd Ave., Westminster 
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0 April 16, 1998 

TO: M q  Harlow, City of Wesaninster 

cc: Hank Stovall, City of Broomfield 
Kathy Schoor, City of Broomfield 

FROM: Carol Lyons, City of Arvada 

RE: Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 
Administrative Services RFP 

Followmg i s  the draft RFP for administrative supp0l.e with my comments marked by hand. Also 
following are 2 names and addresses of potential bidders who woufd like to receive the 2FP. 

I hope my comments are readable. If you have my questions, please let me know. 

Carol E. Lyons 
Rocky Flats Coordinator 
City of Arvada 
P.O. Box 8 10 1 
Arvada, CO 80001 
(303) 421-2550 ext. 3292 
fax (303) 431-3911 

 



3@3-431-3911 TO : 303~a6234 PGGE : 03 ~p~-1 .5 . .98  C?7:20 FROM: CITY OF GRVGDA 

. -  DRAFT ;)c 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO PROVIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

SERVICES TO THE ROCKY FLATS SOIL ACTION LEVEL OVERSIGHT PANEL e '  
Y P O h h Q  -- 

A. Purpose * C &  I-j 
The Rocky Flats Soil Action Lsvet Oversight Panel (RSALOP) was organized to obtain 
an independent, scientific review of the interim Soil Action Levels set at the Rocky 
Flats Environmental Technology Site. The RSALW will meet over the next year to 
oversee this review. The organization desires to contract with a firm to provide 
administrative and secretarial services far the duration of the review. 

6. Issuing Organization 
This request for proposals is being issued by the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board 
(RFCAB) wn'ich is acting as the ccntraang entity for the Oversight Panel. Any inquires 
regarding this RFP should be addressed to? Proposals should be sent to Ken Korkia, 

C. Duration sf Contract 
The contnct period will be one year from th8 date of contra@ signing unless canceied 
earlier by the RFCAB. Reason for cancellation (1) instruction from the Oversight Panel 
(2) the oversight panel is no longer in axistence. Such cancallation will be with thirty 
(30) days notice . 

Scope 

The mntract will be based on payment for hours actually worked and mate 
the course of the work. Materials will be billed at actual coot incurred plus 
The contract will specify the amount for direct costs. 

Work Sessions 18 meetings 8 

The scope of projected work wlll consist of the following: 
1 .  Record of Meetings: The contractor will provide equipment for and tape record the 

complete proceedings of the work sessions. These tapes will be stored until the . 
end of the 

2. Minutes of the 
and all inoliOnS and dscislons. Any avaiiablesnotes, outlines or view-graphs from 
formal presentations made to the panel wilt ba included in the minutes 

one week before a scheduled meeting, t?e wrdractcr, working with 
will collec!, copy and mail to each member a packet 
the meeting, an agenda, draft copies of any motions, 
to be decided at the meeting and any other material 

steering committee. 

to panel members to include 
mailing of materials, and phone messaging. 

- . . .. ... _. . . 
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5. Other 
scope items. 

u U to meet for consultative purposes with project managers 
RSALOP cnca or twice per month. 

arrangements needed during the consultant 

h 
selection and review process 

Public Meetings - 3 
Three public meetings are anticipated. The contractor will be expected to prepare. 
under the direction of the RSALOP, printed rnateria!s for these meetings, A mailing c;f 
approximately five hundred invitations is anticipated. C3t.s 
1. Contractor Will arrange f O i  meeting space and prepare materials for the public 

meetings. Ub Lbf3&- - &  i .&+? I '  
D. Equipmint Requirement 
The bidder will have access to the following types of equipment: 
1. Computer with word processing capability. 
2. facilities to send and receive e-mail. 
3. Afaxmachine 
4. A scanner capable of scanning documents and graphics. 
5. A copier machine capable of making up to several thousand copies per month. 

. 6. A telephone with voice messaging. 

€. Schedule of Activlties: 

RFP mailed to prospective bidders May 1,199a 
Mandatory bidders meeting May 8,1898 10:oo a.m. 
Proposal submission de ine May 13,1998 

May 22,1998 
Contract finalized and start of work June 7 ,  1998 
Bid selection - 
F. Cantent of Bmposar6: 
At a minimum the proposal must address the fallowing: 
1. Statement of qualifications including reference to past experience with similar work. 
2. Three references. 
3. Statement of capacity to accomplish the work, staff experienceiaducatjon. 
4. Current project workload. 
5. Statement of how you would accomplish the work 
6. Project Management - statement on quality control Factors, assignment of staff 

tesponsibilitles 
7. Description of the accounting system to be used for trackhg costs and preparing 

itemized statements for billing of services to RFCAB. 
8. Description and age of equipment !o be used to perform work functions. 
9. A statement of the fully burdened hourly rates including provision for profit for the 

various typas of work proposed. 
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10. The add on or overhead rate for materials purchased. 
11. The terms of payment. 

G. Selection Criteria and Proce 
PPO 

may be accepted as submitted by the 
or more proposers, 

0 '  

Selection Criteria: 
Proposals will be evaluated on the basis of the content proposai 

4 

Evaluation Criteria 
Specific ProrJosal Scoring Criteria. 

The following point system will be used in scoring the proposals. Points listed ate 
maximum in each category. Proposers will submit three (3) copies of proposals. 

I .  

+ 2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6.  

7. 

8. 

9. 

Statement of qualifications including reference to past experience with similar work. 
(10 P W  Cr& io- - sn* 
Three reference evious client satisfactio-ements .( 5 pts) 

Statement of capacity to accomplish the work, staff expenendeducation. (1 Opts) 

Current project workload.(5 pts) 

Statement of how you wduld accomplish the work (15) 

Project Management - statement on quality control factors, assignment of s:aff 
responsibilities. (1 5) 

Description of the accounting system to be used for tracking casts and preparing 
itemized statements for billing of services to RFCA8. ( I O )  

Description and age of equipment to be used to perform work functions. (5) 

A statament of the fully burdened hclirly ;ate$ inc!uding provision for profit for 
the various type of work performed. ('IO) 

10. The add on or overhead rate for materials purchased. (18) 
0- 

1 t . The terms of payment. + * rci.b 
w. 

H. Selection for Negotiation. The review team wi!i review anb avaluate all propcsals 
using :he criteria described above. The ~ ~ J I E W  team reserves :he right to rejact any or 
all prcposals at its sole discretion. 



303-431-3911 PQGE : 86 

,I 
- . . * .  

1. Notification Ken Korkia (RFCAB), 
proposers who are seiectad for negotiation or interview. All proposers who are not 
selected wilt be notified in writing. 

Negotiations and Interviews The selection team may elect to conduct negotiations or 
interviews either sequentially or simultaneously with all proposers selected. Concepts 
and ideas developed by any proposets or during negotiations may be discussed with 
all proposers, However, each proposer's documents and pricing will be held in 
confidence by the Review Team to the extent allowed under law applicable to recipients 
of federal grants. 

J.Disposition of Proposals. Submitted proposals shall not be returned and shall 
become the property o! the RFCAB. 



Ms.AmyBaker 
Technical Administrative Services 
2015 Gray Street 
Edgewater, CO 80215 
239-6039 
fa 237-1075 

MS. Robin Richey 

303-431-3911 TO : 38343e6234 PPGE : 07 
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City of Broomfieid 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

a\ 

RE: 

A 
P 

P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

DATE: 
FROM: Services PHONE: 438-6363 

RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

E. 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

David Abelsoa con& Skin=’ mc 
Jim McCarthy City of Arvada 

& .  
Lisa Monel City of Boulder 
John Tnyer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidsoa 
Sam Dirion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardiai 
Herb Betta 
Dr. Norma MOM 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spmng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Robemon 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken S t a n  
John Corsi 
Dave Sheltoar 
Niels Scbonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 

City nf Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPEE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 

DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOE/RFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysicidSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 

PHONE FAY 
303-650-7886 303-650-7893 
303-431-3042 303-431-3969 

x3292 
303-421-2550 303-431-391 1 

 303-441-4478 
3 0 3 4  1-3005 
303-355-5492 

303-466-5986 
3033386363 

303-666-6565 
303-426-1202 
303-430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3367 
303-692-3423 
303-966-2115 
303-692-3358 
970-49 14516 

301-903-8191 
303-966-2080 
303-966-2025 
303-966439 
303-312-6293 
303-271-5714 
303-966-6526 
303-966-989 7 
303-556-8329 
303-650-4460 

303-444-0049 
303-989-9086 

303-420-?855 

303-441-4478 

303-438-6234 
303-469-8554 
303-673-9013 
303-129-5113 
303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-7824) 188 

303-355-5530 

1 303-78z-oia8 
303-759-5355 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
97049 1-0564 

301-903-3877 
303-966-6633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-3710 
303-312-6067 
303-27 1-5 702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303-556-5399 
303-650-4403 Please call when faxing 
303-980-9076 
303444-0072 
303-120-7579 

TomManball RFCAB 303-4444981 303444-6523 

U 303-940-6088 
Will Neff RFLII 303-940-6090 303-940-6088 

P Joel Selbin UCD Chem Dept  303-556-4776 (W) 
P ToddMargulies TM Consulting 303-279-6699 303-279-6699 Call lsthclude 1-303 

P LeRoyMoore RMPJC 3034444981 303-444-6523 2 

P Joe Goldfidd RFCAB-SNM- 303-321-7276 a (P=Panel Member. A= Alternate, E=Ex-Oficio) 
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ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING May 14,1998 

I Aftiliation I Phone/Fax 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. - 

16. 1 
17. 

18. 

19. 

!O 



City of Broomfield - 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: May 11, 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel # ofpages G7 

A 
P 

P 
A 

A 
P 
P 
A 
P 

E 

P 

E 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

I A 
I P 

P 
P m p  

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Carol Lyons 

Lisa Monel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs’ Ofc 
City of Arvada 
City of Anrada 

City of  Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOE/RFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysiciadSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLII 
RFLII 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

PHONE FAX 
303-650-7886 303-650-7893 
303-431-3042 303-431-3969 
30342 1-2550 303-431-3911 
x3292 

3034414478 
303-441-3005 
303-355-5492 
303-438-6363 

303-666-6565 
303-466-5986 

303-426-1202 
303-430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3367 
303-692-3423 
303-966-2115 
303-692-3358 
970-49 1-65 16 

301-903-8191 
303-966-2080 
303-966-2025 
303-966-4839 
303-312-6293 
303-271-5714 
303-966-6526 
303-966-9877 
303-556-8327 
303-650-4460 
303-989-9086 
303-444-0049 
303420-7855 
303-444-6981 
303444-698 1 
303-940-6090 
303-940-6090 

303-279-6699 
303-321-7276 

303-441-4478 

303-438-6234 
303-438-6296 

303-355-5530 

303-673-9043 
303-429-5113 
303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0188 
303-759-5355 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970-491-0564 

301-903-3877 
303-966-6633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-3710 
303-312-6067 
303-271-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303-556-5399 

- 

303-6503403 Please call when faxing 

303-1510072 

303-444-6523 
303-4U-6523 

303-980-9076 

303420-7579 

303-940-6088 
303-940-6088 
303-556-4776 (W) 
303-279-6699 Call lst/include 1-303 

- 
(P=Panel Member. A=Alternate, E=Ex-Officio) 



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: MAY 12,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR MAY 14,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, MAY 14,1998, 4:OO-6:00 PM at the Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the Zang’s Spur Conference Room. With summer approachng and 
vacations being scheduled, it will be more difficult to find convenient meeting times for this 
large group. In an attempt to avoid conflicts and secure the Zang’s Spur conference room for the 
next three months, please mark off the following dates for tentative RSAL meetings (all from 
4:00-6:00PM): May 28, June 11, June 25, July 23, August 6 and August 27. 

4:OO 
4:05 

4:15 

4:25 
4:35 

455  

520 

5:40 
550 
5:55 

6:OO 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

Introductions 
Co-chairs Update 

Report fiom CAB-Ken Korkia 
Master Schedule (Attachment 1) 

General Oversight Panel Process Discussion 
Appoint technical review panel for selection of Technical Contractor 

7-+ member panel will develop selection criteria, review proposals and recommend 
contractor for board approval 

Draft Rules of Operation for Administrative Services RFP (Attachment 2) 
5: 10 Review Contract for Administrative Services - 

Review Critical Elements and Selection Criteria in the Draft Technical RFP 
(Attachment 3) 
Public Comment 
Other TopicsRuture Agenda ItemdAction Items 
Next Meeting Dates: May 28, 1998- Broomfield Municipal Center 

Adjourn 

Selection of Administrative Services Contractor 

Zang’s Spur Conference Room 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

MASTER SCHEOULE 

ADMINISTRATIVE RFP 
ITEM . 

I. Develop RFP Criteria 

- 

2. Raview schedulelprocess 
Review Admin RFP 
Select Adrnin Review Panel 
Select Tech. Revie* Panel 

3. DOE Approval Grant 

4. Place Ad in Denver Post 

5. RFP mailed out 

6. Meeting of Bidders 

7. Get Proposals ,Back 

8 . .  Review contract 
rules of Operation developed 

9. Review team meets 
40. Revisw Team meets to select 

1 -l . Interview of finalistshelect 

12. NegotiatiotVDeveloprnent 

13, Approval of contractor 

14. Contract approved by RFCAB 

15: Est. Project end 

16. Start Date of Admin Contract 

DUE 

April I 4  

April 23 

- 

April 23 

April 30 

May 1 

May 0 

May 14 

May 14 

May 15 

May 21 
May 26 

May 27 

May 28 

June 4 

June 1 

June 5 

COM. YIN 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

RESPONSIBLE 

KenNidor 

Oversight Panel 

DOE 

Ken/Mickey/Hank 

Ke WMickey 

City of Westminster 
Ken Korkia 

Ken Korkia 

Oversight Panel 

Review Panel 

Review Panel 
Review Panelr 

Review Panel 

Oversight Panel 

RFCAB 

Teamwork by All 

Corisultant 
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MASTER SCHEDULE 

TECHNICAL RFP 

- ITEM 

. 1. Tech.Eval Comm named 

2. Complete I RFP .. 
Cost Projection 

3. Review of RFP 
Dev. Selection Criteria 

4. Placa Ad in Post/Bus.Daily 

5. RFP Mailed Out 

6. Submit written questions by 

7. Proposals due back 

8. Review Proposals 

9 EVA. Comm. Selects 

10. Interview 

11. Negotiation/Oevelopment 

12. Approval of Contractor 

13. Contract approved by RFCAB 

14. ReqLiest for add. Grant. $ 

15. Award of Contract 

- DATE 

April 23 

May 6 

May 14 

May 24. 

June 1 

June 19 

July 27 

July 30 

.Aug. 5 

Aug 11/12 

Sept. 12 

Aug 13 

Sept 3 

Aug 1 

Sept 4 

COM.YIN 

Y 

RESPONSIBLE 

Oversight Fanel 

JictorlKen I 

Oversight Panet 

Ken/Hank'Mickey 

Ken/Micke y 

Ken/Steering Corn. 

Ken Korkia 

Tech. Eva1 Comrn. I 

Tech Eval. Comm I 

Oversight Panel 

I 

I 

Oversight Panel 

RFCAB 

Ken Korkia - 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

e 

DRAFT 

The information for this draft was provided by Leroy Moore. 
Item #5 is an addition. 

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATJONS OF THE RFSALOP 

PROCESS 

1. Panel Co-Charis will convene a meeting of the Steering committee several days 
prior to each Oversight Panel meeting to set up an agenda fcr the Panel meeting 
arid to discuss issues that may need to be addressed by the Panei. This meeting 
could be a teleconference. 

2. The Administrative Services contractor will provide an administrative staff person 
at the Steering Committee Meetings. This person will take prepare a report for the 
Oversight Committee stating who attended the Committee meting, decisions made 
and develop the agenda at this meeting. The agenda will be mailed to the 
facilitator as SOOR as it is developed so that she can be prepared for meeting. 

3. All members of the RASAL Oversight Panel are invited to contact any member 
of the Steering Committee with any concerns that may come up between Panel 
meetings, with the expectation that Steering Committee members will bring 
these concerns to the Committee meetings. 

4. Oversight Panel members and alternates will direct questions, requests for items to 
be faxed, copied or typed to the Steering Committee members who will then contact 
the co-chairs to inform them of the requests. The co-chairs will interface directly 
with the Administrative contractor for all administrative matters of the panel. 
Ken Korkia, RFCAB will also contact the contractor directly. This will serve to 
reduce the confusion that could result from to many points of cantact. (This 
process will also be used for the technical contractor with the exception that 
the administrative contractor will also interface with them to set up meetings 
fax documents etc.). 

5. Personnel from DOE., €PA, and CDPHE will be asked to channel any 
communications io the Steering Committee and/or Panel by contacting either 
of the Panel Co-Chairs. 

- 

I 

I 

6. The Administrative contractor staffer will send minutes, agendas, announcements 
and other pertinent information to each Panel member in advance of Oversight 
Panel meetings. The information could be mailed, faxed, or e-mailed, dependkg 
on what the member specifies. 

1387 
L 

I 
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1 

ATTACHMEN 3 

Draft Technical Proposal Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criterla were broken into four major categories. Encb ciatcgory was assiped a percentage 
value of the tola1 evaluation. Thcn within each category 100 pints wem a s s i p d  KO the individual 
sipificpnt issws to be evaluated. Therefore a final evalutioo would involve tbc totding tbe number of 
points for each caregory and rnulriplyiag the ovcrall category percentage for that category by tbe 
percentage of points counted (e.&., for Overall Qualities of the Firm 35% x 78/100 pts. = 27.3 ssorc). 
The calculated totals for each catcgory are then added to form a total score. 

1) Overall Qualities of the Firm @YO) 

*3 Relevant experience (1 5 points) 
Modehg (1 0 pts. 7) 
Radiological ( 5  pts, ?) 

4 3  NationaULntemational stature (1 0 PIS.) 

6 Capacity tu do job (15 pts.) 

*t. Climt list/SpecSc related projects (1 0 pts.) 

4 Exptxicnce and qdficadoes of personnel (IS pts . )  

0 Minimal conflicts of interest (7 pu.) 

9 Finsrrcial viability (10 pts.) 

9 Physical resources. (10 pts.) 

2) Approach to tbe Project (35%) 

9 Tcchnlcal approach (50 pts.) 
0 Cleanup levels at other sites (7 pts.) 

Computer mcdels (4 pta.) 
Inputs and sssunptiom (7 pa.) 

e Methodology (7 pts.) 
Independent calculstion (8 pa.) 

0 Actinide migration (7 pts.) 
6 Protocol3 (7 pts.) 

0 Management approach (20 pts.) 
Assignment of kcy SW 
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0 QUpeerrwiews 
Timeliq/m&g deadlines 

9 Fiscal management (20 pt~.)  
e Plans to meet budget 

3) Overall Quality of the Proposal (5%) 

o Presentation (34 pts,) 

Q Comprehensibility (33 pts.) 

Q Completeness(33 pts.) . 
o Client list 
0 Resumesofkeystaff 

S,affingplan 
0 Fiscal W C m a t  plan 
0 Costbrealrdom 

Letters of recommendation 
Ad&tional proposal recommendations 

4) Cost (25"h) 

9 Lowest price (176hpts.) 

*a Hourly rates (who's doing what work?) (10 pi.) 

Q Adhimdreasonable cost markup (10 pts.) 

9 A/finimUreasonsble indirect costs (overhead) (IO pts.) 

PQGE:El3433 
@I 003 

It has also been recommended to perform a calculation of the 
"Cosr/Beacfit Relative Value" which is defined as fohws: 

Avertige for all Reviewers [Total Evaluation Score for Categories 1 - 3 above] 
a R v  1 .I.yIIIuI.IHI.III.-c.--- ---m---uI--- 

Total Bid Cost 

The higher the CBRV means the higher evaluated worth per dollar. This can he used 89 an 
additional meawe of proposal value which can be used to augment the scoring based on the 
above criteria or in place of the "Cost" category altogether. 



I BROADCAST REPORT I 

RT TIME 5-1 2-98 8 3 0 A M  e 8 S I Z E  7 PAGES - 
NO. 

01 
02 
03 
0 4  
05 
06 
07 

09 
10 
11 
i 2 
13 
i 4  
15 
16 
17  

19  
20  
2 1  
22 
23 
2 4  
25 
26 
27 

o a  

i a  

3 3  I 3 4  
I 3 5  

3 8  
3 9  
4 0  
4 1  
4 2  
4 3  
4 4  

48 I 49 L 

TELEPHONE NUMBER 

I I A L  G R O U P  

3 3 0 5 5 5 0 7 8 9 3  
9 3 0 3 4 3 1 3 9 6 9  
9 3 0 3 4 4 1 4 4 7 8  
9 3 0 3 3 3 5 5 5 3 0  
9 3 0 3 6 7 3 9 0 4 3  
9 3 0 3 4 2 9 5 1 1 3  
9 3 0 3 8 5 0 1 6 4 3  
9 3 0 3 6 9 1 7 7 0 2  

9 3 0 3 7 8 2 4 9 6 9  
9 3 0 3 9 6 6 5 4 4 9  
9 3 0 3 7 5 9 5 3 5 5  

9 1  9 7 0 4 9 i 0 5 6 4  

9 3 0 3 7 8 2 0 1  a8 

RESULT 

GJGD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
G O 3 0  
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 

so00 
GOOD 
GOOD 
GOOD 
G O 0 3  
GOOD 
GOOD 

F A I L E D  -& 

- 
NO. 

50  
5 1  
5 2  
5 3  
5 4  
5 5  
5 6  
5 7  

5 9  
6C 
6 1  
6 2  
6 3  
6 4  
6 5  
6 6  
6 7  
6 8  
6 9  
7 0  
71 
7 2  
7 3  
7 4  
7 5  
7 6  
7 7  
7 8  
7 9  
80 
8 1  
8 2  
8 3  
8 4  
8 5  
8 6  
87 
8 8  
89 
9 0  
91 
9 2  
9 3  
9 4  
9 5  
96 
9: 
sa  
98 

- 

5 a  

DATE/TIME 
LOCAL I. 0. 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO REVIEW THE RADIOLOGIC SOIL 
ACTION LEVELS AT THE ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL 

TECHNOLOGY SITE 

Section I 
Administrative Information 

A. Purpose: The purpose of this RFP is to obtain an independent scientific review of the 
Radiological Soil Action Levels (RSAL) established for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (RFETS). The review will evaluate the methods as well as the 
accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to calculate the current RSALs. The review 
will also encompass models, methodologies, and cleanup standards that may exist or are being 
developed for other sites and their applicability to the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of 
this investigation. a recommendation will be developed for the RSALs for transuranic elements in 
the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of surface waters leaving the site, future 
users and surrounding communities. 

B. Background: The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) was constructed in 
1951. The site served as a production facility to manufacture components for nuclear weapons. 
As a result of operations, the soil at RFETS is contaminated with various actinides including 
plutonium and americium. In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and 
production problems. In 1992 the decision was made to permanently close the plant. The site’s 
current operations involve stabilization and disposition of plutonium, decontamination and 
deactivation of radionuclide contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage, and 
waste management. 

As the concluding step of the Rocky Hats Cleanup A,geement (RFCA), on October 18,1996, the 
Department Of Energy (DOE) and its regulators Environmental Protection Agency @PA) and 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) adopted interim Radionuclide 
Soil Action Levels for the RFETS. Intended to be protective of people using the site after closure, 
these action levels set the upper limits for the radionuclides (primarily plutonium and americium) 
that would be left in the soil at Rocky Flats after cleanup. The levels adapted did not consider 
effects to off-site communities. The method used was dose based. The dose chosen was based on 
Draft Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 196 dated Feb 16,1996. This regulation 
mandates that the basic dose standard is 15 mredyr. The draft rule makes provision for restricted 
land use. The 15 mredyr would apply to the restricted use but in that case the exposure resulting 
from unrestricted use must also be assessed. This dose can not exceed 85 mredyr. The method 
of converting dose to radiologic soil concentrations was based on the use of R E S W  (midual  
- Radiation) a program developed by Argonne National Laboratory. The final report Action Levels 
for Radionidides in Soils for the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement is included with this RFP as 
appendix A. 

In response to public concerns that these RSALs might be too high, DOE agreed to an independent 
review of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels. DOE would 
not agree to a review of the safety or appropriateness of the dose standard in Part 196. A 
community review group known as The Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 
(RSALOP) was created to define the project and to oversee this review from iruhation to 
completion. In order to fund the study, the DOE will use the existing grant vehicle it has with the 
Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board (RFCAB). RFCM will be responsible for all aspects 
involving the administration of the grant monies. including submitting a grant amendment or 
application. reviewing and approving contracts, and authorizing and disbursing funds to the 
Oversight Panel’s contractors. As the fiduciary agent, RFCXB will negotiate and sign all contracts 
for any project services. The Oversight Panel will have responsibility for developing requests for 
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proposals and selecting contractors in consultation with RFCAB, and will then oversee the work of 
these contractors. 

C. Issuing Office: This request for proposals is being issued by the Rocky Flats Citizens 
Advisory Board (RFCAE3) which is acting as the contracting entity for the Oversight Panel. 
RFCAB is a nonprofit corporation chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) as 
a Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB). 

D. Schedule of Activities: 
1. RFP mailed to prospective bidders 
2. Written inquiries deadline 
3. Proposal Submission Deadline 

June 1, 1998 
June 24, 1998 

July 16, 1998 Time 3:OO P. 
M . 

E. Proposal Submission: Proposals must be received on or before 3:OO p.m. MDT, July 
16,1998. Late proposals will not be accepted. The proposal package should be delivered or 
mailed to: 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
9035 Wadsworth Parkway 
Suite 2250 
Westminster, CO. 80221 

Eight (8) copies (including original) of the complete proposal must be submitted and sealed in a 
package. The outside of the package should bear the bidders name and the titie of the proposal, A 
Review of the Radiologic Soil Action Levels at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 
Proposals must be signed in ink by the bidder or an officer of the company who is authorized to 
bind the bidder to the proposal. The bids be will opened and turned over to the evaluation 
committee at 4:OO P.M., June 16,1998. 0 

Section 11. 
Other Requirements and Conditions 

A. Availability of Information: The RFP will be made available to any interested party who 
requests it. A list of recipients of the RFP may be obtained at the RFCAB office. 

General questions about RFCAB should be directed to Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory 
I Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, Colorado 80021; phone number 

(303) 420-7855. 

General questions about the Oversight Panel and this RFP may be directed to Hank Stoval, Co- 
Chair of the Oversight Panel, at (303) 466-5986. 

Specific inquires about the scope or terms of this RFP can be made in writing to Ken Korkia, 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, 
Colorado 80021; FAX (303) 420-7579. Such questions must be received on or before June 
24,1998. Written responses to questions received will be mailed to all recipients of record on or 
before June 30. 1998. Any clarifications, interpretations and other forms of oral response outside 
of the formal inquiry process, whether by RFCAI3, the Oversight Panel or others, shall not be 
construed as valid or binding. In the event that RFCAB or the Oversight Panel deems that an 
addendum to the RFP is necessary, the addendum will be sent by mail to all recipients of record. 
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B. Minority Businesses: It is the policy of RFCAB that small and minority firms, women’s 
businesses and labor surplus area firms, shall have the maximum opportunity to participate as 
contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, or vendors. Contractors shall not discriminate on the basis 
of race, creed, religion, color, national origins, gender, ancestry, age, marital status or disability, 
in the bidding for and the performance of subcontracts. 

a 
C. Withdrawal or Revisions of Proposals: A bidder may withdraw or revise a proposal 
after it has been deposited with RFCAB. Withdrawal of a proposal must be made in writing and 
occur prior to the time for receipt of proposals. Any proposal withdrawn for the purpose of 
revision must be resubmitted in the specified format within the time set for receipt of proposals. 
Proposals may not be withdrawn after the time set for receipt. Proposals are bidding offers which 
shall remain open and irrevocable for sixty days from the time they are opened. 

D. Disqualification of Bidders: The following reasons will be considered sufficient for 
disqualification of the bidder and the rejection of the proposal: 

Incomplete proposals. 
Exemptions or exceptions taken to the terms and conditions of this RFP. 
Evidence of collusion among competing bidders. 
Receipt of a proposal after the date and time set for receipt. 
Evidence of misrepresentations or falsehoods. 

E. Rejection of Proposals: The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board reserves the right to 
reject any or all proposals. 

F. Multiple Proposals: Bidders may join together to submit a joint proposal, however a lead 
proper must be indicated. No more than one proposal will be accepted from any lead proposer. 
Subcontractors may team with more than one lead proposer to provide specialized services. 

G. Disposition of proposals: Submitted proposals will not be returned and will become the 
property of the RFCAB. 

H. Incurring Costs: The WCAB is not liable for any costs incurred by bidders prior to 
issuance of a contract. 

Section I11 
Project Description and Scope 

- 
A. Project Description: The contractor will work for the Oversight Panel in conducting a 
review of the interim RSALs set for Rocky Flats. The contractor will be expected to submit a 
comprehensive final report. The contractor will also be expected to propose a method of peer 
review. The contractor will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The panel 
will incorporate comments received from the public into a final recommendation for inclusion by 
DOE and the regulators in RFCA. 

The contractor is being requested to investigate the following: 

for other radionuclide contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RFETS site-specific 
situation, 

to review models, methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being developed 

to review the existing analysis used to set the current RFETS RSALs as to its accuracy and 
appropriateness, 

based on the results of the above investigations, to calculate an independent set of RSXs. 



The study will use existing RFETS site data to the maximurn extent possible. It will be the 
responsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and quality of this data and to inform 
the Oversight Panel at an early date if additional data is required. The contractor may suggest that 
the scope of study be modified. However, at a minimum, the modified proposals are requested to 
address the issues as discussed throughout this RFP. Specifically the contractor will be required to 
perform the following: 

, 

B. Scope of Work: Specifically the contractor is expected to perform the following 

1. CleanuD Levels at Other Sites 
Actions: 

projected for use at other radionuclide contaminated sites (particularly with plutonium and 
americium) and the processes/models used to determine them as to their applicability in setting 
cleanup levels at RFETS. 

communities from onsite cleanup levels. 

processes/models are or are not applicable for use in assessing cleanup levels for RFETS. 

Identify and evaluate cleanup levels andor action levels (i-e., RSALs) which exist or are 

Identify any processes/models th3t were or are being used to determine offsite impacts to 

Provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the reasons why such levels or 

Considerations: 
This study should concentrate on examples of soil similarly c o n h a t e d  with transuranic 
elements and, in particular, plutonium and americium. Of particular interest is the reasoning 
that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and the subsequent history of the site, 
including any cleanup. The study should compare the cleanup andor action levels within the 
context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the then existing risk assessments 
and dose standards. This portion of the study will be used to place the calculated RFETS 
values in context. 

2. Computer Models 
Actions: 

to calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. 

site-specific conditions at FWETS. 

and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

Considerations: - 

Identify and evaluate all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used 

Evaluated the models to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 

Provide a description of these models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each, 

Models that are inappropriate to the RFETS site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be 
readily validated should not be included. The RESRAD model must be included due its use in 
determining the current RSALs. A comparison of the different models using RFETS site- 
specific data would be useful. The contractor is encouraged to find computer codes capable of 
modeling both on-site and off-site dose rates. If no models exist for this determination, the 
contractor will review off-site migratiodimpacts over timddistance for various cleanup levels. 
It is possible that no one model will prove satisfactory for determining both, but that a 
combination of models may be necessary. The contractor will be expected to recommend the 
most appropriate model(s) for the RFETS site-specific conditions and to justify this 
recommendation. Whichever model or models are recommended should be thoroughly 
validated. It is not necessary that the contractor perform this validation; peer reviewed. 
published studies will suffice. In the event that RESR4.D is not recommended, RESRAD 
should be run in parallel with the recommended model(s) as ;1 comparison. 0 3. Inputs and AssumDtions 



Actions: 
Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current analysis 
(RESRAD) used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the 
following: Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions adequate, accurate, 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS, given the future land use scenarios envisioned 
in RFCA, and the subsequent conversion to dose rate/contamination levels? 
a) For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 
resulting contamination levels? 
b) For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values? Identlfy 
each of these based on the sensitivities determined in b) above from least conservative to most 
conservative with conservative meaning. that which results in lower contamination levels given a 
certain dose limit. Quantify the uncertanties of the inputs or input distributions. 
c) 
considered “reasonable” or “best estimate”. Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

For each of the input distributions in c) above, identify an input value which can be 

Considerations: 
All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters, or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
regulatory agencies should be noted as such. If the investigation indicates that such values are 
not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended. Parameters for which there are site- 
specific input data for RFETS should be identified and a thorough study of the distribution of 
possible values should be performed. 

4. Methodolow 
Actions: 

necessary inputs/outputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a 
oiven dose limit. 

a summary of these methodologies along with a recommendation and justification as to the best 
suited for such an analysis. 

RESRAD analysis. 

Identify and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 

Within 1 month of the start of the contract, present to the Oversight Panel and stakeholders 

Compare or contrast this recommended methodology with that used in the existing 

e9 

Considerations: 
It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.,.., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to “how conservative is conservative?” makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept the 
risks involved. Therefore, the Oversight Panel wishes to fully understand the nature and 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodology chosen can 
best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

5. Independent Calculation 
Actions: 

Using the methodology recommended in 4. above, selectkombine the inputs identified in 
3. above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 3. above in that model 
to calculate contamination levels for the dose limits set for each of the RFCX land use scenarios 
assumed in the original analysis. Ths includes a residential scenario. 

As part of the calculations, include a statement of the assumptions and level of uncertainty 
involved in the specific approach utilized. State the dose limits in r e m  of risk. 

6. Protocols 

5 
a 



Actions: 

sampling procedures to be followed as an appropriate method of monitoring actinide concentrations 
in soil before and after remediation. 

As an integral part of the recommendations about the RSALs, recommend specific soil 

Considerations: 
It is necessary to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the cleanup levels 
will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately measured at the site. 
This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, depth of samples, 
sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that the methods used for 
measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly applicable to the 
parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. The technical literature on valid statistical 
approaches should be reviewed to verify sampling methods and recommend approaches that 
are appropriate for the cleanup at RFETS. 

7. Actinide Mimtion 
Actions: 

Meet with the Actinide h/li,oration Panel to share information in order to ascertain the 
applicability of any results from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to the modeling for this 
analysis. 

Study these results and any other relevant data and make a preliminary determination of 
what impact these will have on the results such as obtained in 5. above. 

Considerations: 
Ultimately, cleanup levels must be protective of off-site residents. Calculations for the existing 
RSALs only considered on-site exposure scenarios. Since off-site air and water quality 
standards are more restrictive, it is possible these standards will control the cleanup. How can 
the issue of plutonium migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the RSALs? An Actinide 
Migration Study is currently underway. The final results of this study will not be ready in time 
to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be available. It is understood 
that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative pending the completion of the 
Actinide Migration Study. The contractor should, however, idenhfy the data needs of this 
study as early as possible in order to facilitate the collection and analysis of additional data 
needed. 

C. Interfacing and Responsibilities: The Oversight Panel intends to an active participant in 
the study. The general responsibilities of the contractor are to gather factual information, render 
expert interpretations of data, and propose options for different end points or goals based on these 
interpretations. The contractor is expected to engage in an open exchange of ideas aRd to be 
responsive to technical and nontecbcal concerns and suggestions of the panel. 

Specifically, the contractor will: 
Maintain an ongoing written log of all meetings, correspondence and telephone 

conversations with panel members, regulatory agencies and others noting the purpose of the call. 
* I iMeet with the Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. 

2. The general responsibilities of the Oversight Panel are (1) to oversee and critique the work of 
the coneactor; and (2) to integrate the findings of the contractor with relevant policy issues at 
RFZTS to produce policy recommendations accompanied by a clear account of supporting 
evidence and reasoning. The panel is responsible for reviewing written reports submitted by 
the conkactor and informing the contractor of its assessment md suggestions in a timely 



3. The scope and deliverables of this RFP are to be contracted at a fixed price. Meetings and 
presentations are to be contracted at an hourly rate, but are not too exceed 240 man-hours. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ??? ???? ?? ?? ? ??? ?? 0 
D. Deliverables: The contractor will be expected to prepare a comprehensive technical report of 
this study, including the methods used and the results of the independent review of the RSALs. 
The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated public. The contractor 
should include appendices that include more technical details. A sufficient number of copies are to 
be provided for all interested parties (not to exceed 100). 

The contractor will be expected to work with the Oversight Panel to prepare a separate summary to 
be directed to the general public that has no prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be 
suitable for inclusion in newsletters or general circulation newspapers. 

After agreement on the scope of work. the contractor will provide a schedule for meeting the 
requirements of this RFP. 
Monthly progress reports will be prepared for distribution at monthly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report.- 

E. Schedule/Timeline: To ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the affected 
public, the public will be invited to attend an informational meeting at the be,oinning of this 
contract. Meetings will then be held biweekly initially for a time period to be determined. At least 
two of these meetmgs will be held at night. 

Thereafter, monthly meetings will be held which will consist of two nightly sessions. The fust 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor will 
have sufficient s ta f f  present to answer questions. D u n g  the day between the meetings, the 
contractor team is to be available for discussions or technical briefings with panel members or 
members of the public. 

The following schedule is proposed: 
September 5,1998 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 1999 
February 
March 
April 

Start Work 
Biweekly Meetings 
Monthly Meeting 
iMonthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
lMonthly iMeeting - 
Monthly meeting and presentation of draft report 
Monthly meeting and presentation of final report 

for special RFCA review 
Presentation of results 

Section IV 
Proposal Requirements 

Proposals must as a minimum address the following: 

A. Previous E,xperience: The proposal should include a short history of the company. A 
discussion of relevant past experience that would qualify the company to perform this review. A 
client list for the last three years is required. At least three of these clients should be included as 0 references. 



B. Personnel: Bidder will submit resumes or curricular vitae including relevant publications for 
the key personnel that will work on the project. A plan indicating the responsibilities of the key 
personnel should be included. The contractor shall also provide an organizational chart in order to 
identify the various responsibilities of key project team members. The contract will specify that 
substitution of these persons requires written approval of the Oversight Panel. 

C: Proposal of Work: The proposal should address each of the scope items and indicate the 
proposers understanding of the work required. The proposal may expand the work to be 
performed on any scope item; however it must at least review the work specified. A detailed plan 
including personnel to be used and a schedule must be presented. 

D. Work Management: The proposal should include ;I detailed estimate of the number of hours 
anticipated to complete the review. The estimate should include a breakdown showing who will be 
performing each task. The proposal should include a description of the procedures to be used to 
control cost and to maintain the schedule. These procedures should include methods to identi@ 
budget variances at the earliest possible time. Money available for this project is thought to be 
adequate to perform the work outlined in the scope; however, the successful conclusion of the 
project will require efficient cost control procedures. 

E. Interface with the Oversight Panel: The Oversight Panel intends to be an active 
participant in the study. It is very important for the contractor to gain the trust of the Panel. The 
contractor is expected to inform and educate the Panel and to seek its advice in every phase of the 
study. The proposal should address the bidders understanding of this relationship and propose 
methods and plans to insure its success. 

F. Peer review: The proposal should suggest one or more plans for peer review. Of particular 
importance will be how the experts are to be chosen and how the review will conducted. 
Timeliness of the suggested peer review will be important. 

G. Work Schedule: The expectation of the Oversight Panel is that the review should begin in 
early September 1998 and be complete in the spring of 1999. The proposal should specify a 
schedule for the review. The Panel expects to be an active participant in the review and plans to 
meet no more often than biweekly. The proposed schedule should make considerations for this 
meeting schedule. 

H. Fees Bid: Contract payments will be for time actually worked and for materials and services 
actually used. The proposer shall provide the fully burdened hourly rates, plus a provision for 
profit, of all persons expected to work on the project. This breakdown should correspond to the 
plan set out above in parts B and C .  The contract will specify that payment will be limited to eight 
hours per day for any individual. Services and materials will be paid at actual cost plus a mark-up. 
The proposal should specify this mark-up. The contract will limit domestic airfares to full fare 
unrestricted coach class. The proposal should indicate the total not to exceed costs for the project. 

Section V 
Evaluation of Bids 

A. Evaluation Process: An Evaluation Committee made up of members from the RSALOP 
will judge the merit of the proposals received in accordance with the criteria defined herein. The 
recommendations of this committee will be forwarded to the entire panel for review and approval. 
The sole objective of the evaluation committee will be to recommend the bidder whose proposal is 
most responsive to the RSAL review needs and can be carried out within the available resources. 
The specifications within this RFP represent the minimum performance necessary for response. 



The RFCAB reserves the right, at the discretion of the Evaluation Panel, to invite one or more 
bidders to attend an interview for the purpose of better explaining their proposal and negotiating a 0 contract. 

B. Evaluation Criteria: 
1.  Previous experience and background of the contractor and his key personnel relevant to this 
RFP will be evaluated. Of special importance will the background and scientific standing of the 
Principle Investigator. The contract will specifically state that, unless mutually agreed on in 
writing, the key personnel will work on the project until completion. 
2. Adequacy and completeness of the proposal with regard to information specified in the RFP. 
3. Technical content of the proposal, methodology, and appropriateness to the project. Of 
particular importance is the description of how the contractor intends to handle each of the items in 
the scope of work. 
4. The proposal will be evaluated on how well it addresses the interface between the Oversight 
Panel and the contractor. 
5. Each bidder will submit an estimate of the hours to be worked by each of the key personnel to 
be assigned to this project. The bidder will also submit a schedule of hourly rates to be charged for 
the services of these personnel. In addition the bidder will estimate overhead and other charges for 
the project. The costs submitted will be evaluated both on of the estimate of the total hours to be 
worked and the cost per hour. Cost controls to be used will also be evaluated. 

. 

C. Scoring: 



COST ESTIMATE FOR SOIL ACTION LEVEL STUDY 
Victor Holm Feb 12,1998 

RFP Scope Items 
1. Cleanup Levels at Other Sites 

A. Sites that set the level directly 

B. Sites that used dose-response model 

C. Sites that used RESRAD 

D. Other Sites 
E. Comparison of previous studies to WETS 
G. Report 

e.g. Eniwetok, Johnson island 

other than RESRAD e.g. West Valley 

e.g. Hanford, Nev test site 

2. Computer Models 
A. Search and documenting existing models 
B. Side by side comparisons 
C. Selection and report 

3. Inputs and assumption 
A. Identification of parameters 
B. Determination of parameter sensitivity 
C. Determination of range and distribution 

4. Methodology 
A. Report to panel on possible methodologies 
B. Prepare pian on method of calculation 

5. Independent Calculation 

6. Protocols 

7. Actinide Migration 

Deliverables 
Meetings with panel two days each 

5 meetings 
Additional meetings 
Progress reports 8 ea 
Final reports 
Contingency 

1760 hr 
400hr * 

80 hr 

80 hr 

80 hr 
40 hr 
80 hr 
40 hr 

280 hr 
120 hr 
120 hr 
40 hr 

480 hr 
80 hr 
200 hr 
200 hr 

200 hr 
80 hr 
120 hr 

160 hr 

120 hr 

120 hr 

240 hr 
40 hr 
20 hr 
120 hr 
220 hr 

Total project 

- 

640 hr 

2400 hr 
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E-Mail Addresses for RF S A L  Oversight Panel & Other Participants ’ 

Panel Members: 
Dean Heil 
Lisa Morzel 
Todd Margulies 
Joel Selbin 
Niels Schonbeck 
Mary Harlow 
Carol Lyons 
Bob Kanick 
Tom Davidson 
Joe Goldfield 

Alternates : 
Victor Holm 
Kathy Schnoor 
Tom Marshall 
James McCarthy 

Ex-Officio Members: 
Steve Slaten 
Jackie Berardini 
Tim Rehder 

Others: 
Dave Shelton 
Steve Gunderson 
Laura Till 
John Coni 

dheil@ lamar.colostate.edu 
morzell@ci. boulder. c0.w 

 
j selbin@carbon. cudenver.edu 
schonben@clem.mscd.edu 
mharlow@ci.westminster. co. us 
clyons@city xi. arvada. c0.w 

 
thomas. davidson@rfets. gov 

 

 
 

 
Jim-m@city.ci. arvada. co. us 

steve.slaten@sfets.gov 
jackie.berardini@state. c0.w 
rehder.timothy@epamail.epa. gov 

dave. shelton@rfets. gov 
steve. pndersonGJstate. co.us 

t 
john.corsi@rfets.gov 
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ROCKY FLATS - SAL MEETING May 28,1998 

Name I Affiliation 

/ 18. 

19. 
I 

20. 
I 

Phone/Fax 
%fx-4 

3 

6- 5377 



City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: May 19, 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

David Abelson 
A Jim McCarthy 
P CarolLyons 

P LisaMonel 
4 

I&a& 4.0 .ykYIJL LCCC 
+w- wu3 cycc4 
W L I d - 4 A . O .  I 

* I  
I 

i 

P 

E 
E 
P 

P 
A 
A 
P 

A 
P 

P 
P 

@ P  

li 
Herb B e i s  
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Sdarr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob W i c k  
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Marflulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs' Ofc 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 

City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOE/RFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysicidSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLII 
RFLII 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

(P=Panel Member. A=Alternate, E=Ex-Officio) 

#ofpages 2 

PHONE FAX 
303-650-7886 303-650-7893 
303-431-3042 303-431-3969 
303421-2550 303-431-3911 
x3292 

 303-141-4478 
303-441-3005 
303-355-5492 
303-438-6363 
303-466-5986 
303-666-6565 
303-426-1202 
303-430-2400 
I( 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3367 
303-692-3423 
303-966-2115 
303-692-3358 
970-491-6516 

301-903-8191 
303-966-2080 
303-966-2025 
303-966-4839 
303-312-6293 
303-271-5714 
303-966-6526 
303-966-9877 
303-556-8327 
303-650-1460 
303-989-9086 
303-444-0049 
3 0 3 -4 2 0 - 7 8 5 5 
303-444-6981 
303-444-6981 
303-910-6090 
303-940-6090 

303-279-6699 
303-321-7276 

303-441-4478 
303-355-5530 

303-438-6296 
303-438-6234 

303-673-9043 
303-429-5113 
303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0188 
303-759-5355 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970-491-0564 

301-903-3877 
303-966-6633 (7) 
303-966-6054 
303-966-3710 
303-3 12-6067 
303-271-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303-556-5399 
303-650-4403 Please call when faxing 
303-980-9076 
303-444-0072 
303-420-7579 
303-444-6523 
303-444-6523 
303-940-6088 
303-940-6088 
303-556-4776 (W) 
303-279-6699 Call l s thc lude  1-303 



F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: MAY 19,1998 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING MAY 2 1,1998 

~~ 

There will be a steering committee meeting THURSDAY, MAY 21,1998, 4:OO PM at the 
RFCAB Office (9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250) immediately following the 2:OOPM 
meeting of the subcommittee reviewing the administrative services proposals. 
the finalists for the administrative services contract will be held on Tuesday May 26th at the 
WCAB office. All interested panel members are encouraged to attend. For more information on 
either meeting, please call Mary Harlow at 430-2400 X 2174. 

Interviews for 
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&il\ City of Broomfield 
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One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: , 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: 
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RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Carol Lyons 

Lisa Morzel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Sbelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margwlies 
Joe Goldfield 
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City of Boulder 
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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M ’ TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: MAY 21,1998 

MEETING REMINDER FOR MAY 28,1998 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, MAY 28,1998, 4:00-7:00 P M  at the Broomfield 
Municipal Center in the Zang’s Spur Conference Room. With summer approaching and 
vacations being scheduled, it will be more difficult to find convenient meeting times for this 
large group. Please note the following dates for tentative RSAL meetings (all from 4:OO- 
6:OOPM): June 25, July 23, August 6 and August 27. 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

d o 0  Inwoductiicrris 
Co-chairs Update e 9  Oversight Panel Discussion-Ideas for Process 

:00 R iewtheTechnicalRFP 
Refined Evaluation Criteria 

5%&> 5 Definition of Conflicts of Interest 
NO 
6:45 Public Comment 
650 
655 

7:OO Adjourn 

Award Contract for Administrative Services- A I W /  

Other Topicflume Agenda ItemdAction Items 
Next Meeting Dates: June 25, 1998- Broomfield MunicipaI Center 

Zang’s Spur Conference Room 



City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: May26, 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 

A 
P 

P 
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A 
P 
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A 
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E 
E 
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A 
A 
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A 
P 

P 
P e p  

RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 

(€'=Panel Member, A=Alternate, E=Ex-Officio) 

David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Carol Lyons 

Lisa Monel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovall 
Tom Dayidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

a k s k + t r  
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson - - 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Margulies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs' Ofc 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 

City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
csu 
DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOE/RFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
PhysicidSoc Resp 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLII 
RFLIl 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM 

# ofpages 2 

PHONE 
303-650-7886 
303-431-3042 
303-421-2550 
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303-441-3005 
303-355-5492 
303-438-6363 

303-666-6565 
303-466-5986 

303-426-1202 
303-430-2400 
x 2174 
303-692-3472 
303-692-2665 
303-692-2645 
303-692-3367 
303-692-3423 
303-966-2115 
303-692-3358 
970-49 1-65 16 

301-903-8191 
303-966-2080 
303-966-2025 
303-966-4839 
303-312-6293 
303-271-5714 
303-966-6526 
303-966-9877 
303-556-8327 
303-650460 

303-444-0049 

303-444-6981 
303-444-6981 

303-989-9086 

303-420-7855 

303-940-6090 
303-940-6090 
3  
303-279-6699 
303-321-7276 

FAX 
303-650-7893 
303-431-3969 
303-431-391 1 

303-441-4478 h''d 
303-441-4478 

303-438-6234 
303-438-6296 *- r\ 

303-355-5530 

303-673-9043 
303-429-51 13 
303-650-1643 

303-691-7702 
303-782-0188 
303-782-0188 
303-759-5355 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 
303-759-5355 
970-491-0564 

301-903-3877 
303-966-6633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-3710 
303-312-6067 
303-271-5702 
303-966-6153 
303-966-5001 
303-556-5399 - 
303-650-4403 Please call when faxing 

303-444-0072 

303-444-6523 
303-444-6523 

303-980-9076 

303-420-7579 

303-940-6088 
303-940-6088 
303-556-47760 & & 
303-279-6699 Call l s thc lude  1-303 & 

&& 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
TO REVIEW THE RADIONUCEDE SOIL ACTION LEVELS 

AT THF, ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL TECHi';TOLOGY SITE 
June 1, 1998 

Section I 
Announcement 

The Rocky Rats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) announces its Request for Proposals (RFP) 
and invites interested parties (proposers) to submit appropriate documentation as further described 
herein in connection with the performance of independent study of the Radionuclide Soil Action 
Levels established for cleanup of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. This W is a 
solicitation of entities qualified to provide the scientific evaimtion study, and work with the 
design3ted Oversight Panel in performance of such study, as more specificaliy descrii herein 
(the Project). Each Proper wishing to propose on the Project is invited to submit a Proposal 
which in this document shall mean the complete response of the Proposer to the RFP. The 
deadline for receipt of the Proposals by RFCAB is 3:OO p.m. (MDT), July 16, 
1998.  

Section I1 
Admhlstrative Information 

A. Purpose: The Rocky Hats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) invites qualified 
individuWfm KO submit a proposal to conduct an independent scientific review of the 
Radionuclide Soil Action Levels ( R S h )  established for the cleanup of tht Rocky plats 
Environmental Technology Site (RFETS). The review will evaluate the mthods as well as the 
accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to calculate the current RSALs. The review 
will also encompass models, methodologies, and cleanup standards bat may existor are king 
developed for other sites and their applicability to the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of 
this investigation, a recommendation wiI1 be developed for the RSBLs for transuranic elements in 
the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of surface waters leaving the site, Future 
users and surrounding communities. 

B. Background: The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) was constructed in 
195 1. The site served 8s 8 production facility to manufacture components for uuclear weapons. 
As a result of operations, the soil at RFFiTS is contaminated with various actinides including 
plutonium and americium. In 1989, aperations at the plant were shut down due to safety and 
production problems. In 1992, the decision was made to permanently close the plant. The site's 
current operations involve stabilization and disposition of plutonium. decontamination ar.d 
dmc:ivation of radionuclide conraminmi buildings, remediation of environmental damage, and 
was@ management. 

I 
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As the concluding step of the Rocky Rats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 18, 1996, the 
hpartment of Energy (DOE) and its regulators - the Environmental Protection Agency @PA) and 
the Colorado Depamnent of Public k d t h  and Envuonrocnt (CDPHE) - adopted interim 
Rdonuclide Soil Action Levels for RFfTS. Intended to be protective of peopIe using the site 
after closure, these action levels set the upper Limits for the radionuclides (primarily plutonium md 
americium) that would be left in the Soil at Rocky Flats after cleanup. The levels adopted did not 
consider effects to off-site communities. The method used was dose b s e d  The dose chosen was 
based on Draft Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Pm 196, dated Februq  16, 1996. 
This regulation mandates that the basic dose standard is IS mem/yr. The drafr rule d e s  
provision for restricted land use. The 15 mdyr would apply to the restricted use but in chat C B E ~  
the exposure resulting from unrestricted use must also be assessed. This dose cannot exceed 85 
mrem/yr. The method of converting dose to ndiological soil concentrations w3s based on the use 
of RESRAD m i d u d  Miation). a p r o w  developed by Argonne National Laboratory. The 
find report Action Levels for Radiorutclides in Soils for the Rocky Flars Cleanup Agreement is 
available for review on the RFCAB web site (hnp://www.rfc3b.org/SAtOP.html). 

la response to public concerns that these RSALs might be too high, DOE agreed to an independent 
review of the methods used to convert given dose levels ID soil contamination levefs. DOE would 
not agree to a review of the safety or appropriateness of the dose standard in Part 196. A 
community review group known as the Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (Oversight 
Pael) was mated to define the project and to ouenee this =view from initiation to compIetion. In 
order to fund the study and to Comply with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). D e  
wrll use the existing gnnt vehicle it has with RFCAB. RFCAB will be responsible for aII aspects 
involving the administration of the grant monies, inclllrfin- submitting a grant amendment or 
application, reviewing and approving conmts, and authorizing and disbursing funds for the 
study. WCAB will negotiate and sign dl contracts for any project services. The Oversight Panel 
will have responsibiliry for developing requests for proposals and selecting contractors in 
consultation with RFCAB, and will then ovesee the study. 

C. Issuing Office: This req&st for proposals is being issued by RFCAB, which is acting as 
the contracting entity for the Oversight Panel. RFCAB is a nonprofit corporation chartered under 
FACA as a Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) for the U.S. Departmeat of Energy. 

De Schedule of Activities: 
.a 

1. RFp mailed to prospective Proposers 
2. Wnitten inquiries deadline lune24,1998 
3. Proposal submission deadline 

June 1, 1998 

July 16, 1998 (time 3:OO p.m. MDT) 

E. Proposal Submission: ProposaIs must be receive2 on or before 3:OO p . m  MDT, July 16, 
1998. Late proposds will not be accepted. The proposal package should be delivered or mailed 
to: 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250 
Westminster, CO 80021 

Eight (8) copies (including original) of the complete proposal n y t  be submined and s d e d  in a 
package. The outside of the package should hear the Proposers name and the title of the proposal, 
A Review of the Radiological Soil Action LeveLs a1 the Rocky Flau Environmental Technobgy 
Sire. Proposals must be signed in ink by the Proposer or an officer of the company who is 
authorized to bind the Proposer to the proposal. The proposals be will opened and turned over to 
the Evaluation Committee at 4:OO p.m. MDT, July 16, 1998. 

2 
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Section 111 
Other Requirements and Conditions 

A. Availability of hl'ormation: This RFP will be made available to any interested party 
who requests it. A list of recipients of the RFP may be obtained at the RFCAB ofice. 

Inquiries about the scope or terms of this RFP can be made in writing to Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats 
Citizens Advisory Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, Colorado 8002 1; 
FAX (303) 420-7579. Such questions must be received on or before June 24,1998. Written 
,responses to questions received will be mailed to all recipients of record on or before June 30, 
1998. Any replies to these questions which RFCAB elects to answer will become an addendum to 
this RFP. Any clarifications, interpretations and other forms of oral response outside of the formal 
inquiry process, whether by RFCAB, the Oversight Panel or others, shall not be construed as valid 
or binding. In the event that RFCAB or the Oversight Panel deems that an addendum to the RFP is 
crtcessary, the addendum will be sent by mail to dl recipients of record. 

The Proposer should be familiar with the report Action Levels for Radionuclides in Soih for the 
Rocky Fhrs  Cleanup Agreement, which can be obtained from RFCAl3's web site. Numerous 
other backgound reports and studies on Rocky Flats can be found at the Department of Energy 
Public Reading Room, located at Front Range Community College in Westminster, Colorado. The 
address for the Public Reading Room is 3705 I 12tkAvenue. The phone numbex is (303) 469- 
4435. 

B. RFCAB's Right to Conduct Investigations: WCAB may conduct such investigation 
as it deem necessary to assist in the evaluation of any proposal and to establish the responsibility, 
qualifrcations and financial ability of the Proposer to do the proposed work in accordance with the 
RFP and to RFCAB's satisfaction within the prescribed time. 

may withdraw or revise a proposal after it has been deposited with RFCAB. Withdrawal of a 
proposal must be made in writing and occur prior to the time for receipt of proposals. Any 
proposal withdrawn for the purpose of revision must be resubmitted in the specified format within 
the time set for receipt of proposals. Proposals m y  not be withdrawn after the time set for receipt 
Proposals are binding offers, which shall remain open and irrevocable for sixty (60) days from the 
time they are opened by RFCAB, or until accepted by WCAB through execution of a W 
approved contract. 

D. DisqualiRcation of Proposers: The Proposer may be disqualified for reasons including 
the following, without limitation: 
0 Incomplete proposals. 
e Exemptions or exceptions taken to the tmm -and conditions of this YIFP. 

Evidence of collusion among competing Proposers. 
Receipt of a proposal d e r  the date and time set for receipt. 
Evidence of misrepresentations or falsehoods. 

- 

* 
E. Rejection of h-oposals: The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board reserves the right to 
reject any or all proposals. 

F. Multiple Proposals: , Proposers may join together to submit 3 joint proposal; however. a 
lead Proposer must be indicated. No more than one proposai will be accepted from any lead 
Proposer. Subcontractors may team with more than one lead Proposer to provide specialized 
services. 
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G. Disposition of proposals: Submitted proposals will not be returned and will become the 
property of the RFC-. 

H. Incurring Costs: RFCAB is not liable for any costs incurred by Proposers prior to 
issuance of a contract. 

I. Conflicts of Interest: RFCAB acknowledges that potentia1 Proposers may have 
direct or indirect conflicts of interest with the Department of Energy, RFCAB, or 
the Oversight Fanel. =CAB wlII evaluate the Proposers in consideration of the 
extent of such conflict of interest. 

Section IV 
Project Description and Scope 

A. Project Description: The contractor will coordinate with the Oversight Panel in 
conducting a review of the interim MALs set for Rocky Rats. The contractor will be expected to 
submit a comprehensive final report. The contractor will also be expected to propose a method of 
peer review. The contractor will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a fmal recommendation for inclusion 
by DOE and the regulators in WCA. 

The contractor is being requested to investigate the following: 
to review models, methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being developed far 
other radionucIide contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RFETS sire-specific 
situation; 
to review the existing andysis used to set the current RFETS RSALs as to its accuracy and 
appropriateness; and 
based on the results of the above investigations, to calculate an independent set of RSALs. 

The study will use existing WETS site data to the maximum extent possible. It will be the 
responsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and quality of this data and to inform 
the Oversight Panel at an early date if additional data is qui&. The contractor may suggest that 
the scope of study be modified However, at a minimum, the modified proposais are requested to 
address the issues as discussed throughout this RFP. 
B. Scope of Work: The contractor wili be required to perform the following: 

-e vels at O b S  i tes 

Actions: 
0 Identify and evaluate cleanup Ievels and/or action levels (i.e., RSALs) which exist or are 

projected for use at other radionuclide contaminated sites (particularly with plutonium and 
americium) and the processes/models used to determine them as to their applicability in setting 
cleanup levels  it^ RFETS. 

e Idznufy any prccesses/rn&ls that were or are being used to determine off-site impacts to 
communities From on-site cleanup levels. 
Provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the reasons why such levels or 
processedmdtis are or are not applicable for use in assessing cleanup levels for RFETS. 

- 
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Considerations: 
This study should concentrate on examples of soil similarly contaminated with eransurmic 
elements and, in particular, plutonium and americium. Of particular interest is the reasoning 
that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and thc: subsequent history of the site, 
including any cleanup. The study should compare the cleanup andor action levels within the 
context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the then-existing risk assessments 
and dose standards. This portion of the study will be used to place the calculated RFETS 
vducs in context. 

2. Cornuuter Models 

Actions: 
Identify and evaluate alI relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate ra&onuclide contamination levels in so& based on a given dose rate. 
Evaluate the models to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the site- 
specific conditions at RFETS. 
Provide a description of these modeis, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each, 
and a recommendation for rht most appropriate model(s). 

Considerations: 
Models that are inappropriate to 
validated should not be included. The RESRAO model must be hcIuded due to its use in 
determining the current BALs. A comparison of the different models using RFETS site- 
specific data would be useful. The contractor is encouraged to frnd computer codes capable of 
modeling both on-site and off-site dose rates. If no models exist for this determination, the 
contractor will review off-site migrationlimpacts over time/&stance for various cleanup levels. 
It is possible that no one mode1 wil l  prove satisfactory fix determining both, but that a 
combination of models may be mcesary. The contractor will be expected to recommend the 
most appropriate model(s) for €WETS site-specific conditions and to justifv this 
reconunendation Whichever model or models are recommended should be thoroughly 
validated. It is not necessary that the contzlictor perform this validation; peer reviewed, 
published studies wiil suffice. In the event that W R A D  is not recommended, -RAD 
should be run in parallel with the recmnxmnded model(s) as a comparison. 

site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be readily 

3. InDuts and Ass-tions 

Actions: 
0 Evaluate the input parameters. inputs, de€wlt inputs, and assumptions for the current analysis 

(RESRAD) used to set the RsALs at RFETS. At a minimum, this evaluation must satisfy the 
following: Are the input parameen, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions adequate, 
accurate, and credible in simulating the conditions at RETS, given the future land use 
scenarios envisioned in RFCA, and the subsequent conversion to dose ratelcontamination 
levels? 

(a) For each of the input parmeters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 
resulting contamination levels? 

(b) For each of the input pamneters, what is the distribution of possible input values? 
Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in (a) above from least 
conservative to most conscmtive, with conservative meaning that which results in 
lower contamination lcvek given a certain dose limit  Quantify the uncertainties of the 
inputs or input distributions. 



(c) For each of the input distributions io (b) above, identify an input value which can be 
considered “reasonabk” or “best estimate.” Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Considerations: 
All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Panmeters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameten, or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
regulatory agencies, should be noted as such. If the investigation indicates that such values are 
not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended Parameters for which there are site- 
specific input data for RFETS should be identified and a thorough study of the distribution of 
possible values should be prformed. 

Actions: 
Identify and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the necessary 
inputdoutputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. 
Within one (1) month of che Start Of the contract, present to the Oversight Panel and 
stakeholders a summary Of these methodologies along with a recommendation and justification 
as to the best suited for such an analysis. 
Compare or contrast this mommended mthodology with that used in the existing W R A D  
analysis. 

0 

Considerations: 
It is understood that there are several methodorogies (e.g., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk a~sessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an d y s i s .  The question as to ”how conservative is conservative?” snakes this a 
subjective ratber than simpIy a scientific hue, because the affected communities must accept 
the risks involved. Therefore, the oversight Panel wishes to N l y  uaderstand the nature and 
implications of each of the potendal methodorogies to enswe that the methodology chosen can 
best produce credible and defeasible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakehoIders. __ - 

5. Inde- 

ACti0l-U: 

Using the methodology recommended in 4. above, seldcombine the inputs identified in 3. 
above, as we11 as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 2. above in that 
model to calculate contamination levels for the dose limits set far each of the EWCA land use 
scenarios assumed in the original analysis. This includes a midentid scenario. 
As part of the calculations, include a statement of the assumptions and level of uncertainty 
involved in the specific approach Utilize& State the dose limits in terms of risk. 

5. pmQ!tx& 

Actions: 
As an integral part of the recommendations about the RSALs, recommend specific soil 
sampling procedures to be followed as an appropriate method of monitoring actinide 
concentrations in soil before and after remediation. 
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Considerations: 
It is c e c a s a y  to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the cieanup levels 
will actudly be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately measured at the site. 
This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, &pth of samples, 
sampling mlhods, and all associated quality assurance which ensures that the methods used 
for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly applicable to the 
parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. The technical literature on valid statistical 
approaches should be reviewed to verify sampling methods and recommend approaches thae 
are appropriate for the cleanup at RFETS. 

7.  Actinide Migration 

Actions: 
Meet with the Actinide Mi,aI.ation Panel to s h e  information in order tn ascertain the 
applicability of any resuits from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to the modeling for 
this analysis. 
Study these results and any other relevant data and m&e a preliminary determination of what 
impact these will have on the remlts such as obtained in 5. above. 

Considerations: 
u~timatdy, cleanup levels musf be protective of off-site residents. Calculations for the existing 
RSALs only considered on-site exposure scenarios. Since off-site air and water quality 
standards are more restrictive, it is possible these standards will control the cleanup. How can 
the issue of plutonium migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the RSALs? An Actinide 
Migration Study is c m n d y  underway. The f d  results of this study will not be ready in time 
to be used in this study. Some preIhninq results will, however, be available. It is 
understood that any conclusions that can be based oa this are tentative pending the completion 
of the Actinide Migration Study. The contractor should, however, identify the data needs of 
this study as early as possible in order to facilitate the collection and analysis of additional data 
needed. 

C. Interfacing and Responsibilities: The Oversight Panel will be an active participant in 
the study. 

I. The general responsibilities of the contractor are to gather factual information, render expert 
interpretations of data and propose options for different end points or goals based on these 
interpretations. The contractor is expected to engage in an open exchange of ideas and to be 
responsive to technical and non-technical concerns and suggestions of the pael.  

The contractor will also: 
0 Maintain an ongoing written log of all meetings, correspondence and telephone 

conversations with panel members. regulatory agencies and others, noting the purpose 
of the call. 

0 Meet with the Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regularly scheduled meeting. 

2. It is expected that the Oversight Paad will oversee and critique the work of the contractor, and 
integrate the findings of the contractor W i t h  relevant policy issues 3t RFETS to produce policy 
recommendations accompanied by a clear account of supporting evidence and reasoning. The 
pme! will review writftx repons xhGtted by the convaxor and inform the contractor of its 
assessment and suggestions in a timely manner. 
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D. DeItverables: The contractor will be expected to prep= a comprehensive technical report 
of this study, including the methods used and the results of the independent review of the RSALs. 
The main body of the repon should be directed to the level of the educated public. The contractor 
should include appendices that include more technical details. A sufficient number of copies are to 
be provided for all interested parties (not to exceed 100). 

The contractor will be expected to work with the Oversight Panel to prepare a separate summslly to 
be directed to the general public that has no prior knowledge of the RSALs. This repon should be 
suitable for inclusion in newsletters or general circulation newspapers. 

Monthiy progress reports will be prepared for distribution at monthly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project, and draft sections of the 
final report. 

E Schedule/Timeline: At the time of contract signing, the parties will agree on a timeline. 
The study is expected to last up to one year, 

To ensure that the contractor fs ware  of the concerns of the affected public, the 
public will be invited to attend an informational meeting at the beginning of this 
contract. Two other public informationa1 meetings wfll be held over the course of 
the contract. 

Monthly meetings wiU be held with the Oversight PaneI. These meetings will be held in the late 
afternoon or evening. The meetings will consist of a technical session summaridng the work to 
date, and a business session where adminstrarive matters will be discussed. The contractor will 
have sufficient staff present to answer cp~tions.  During the afternoon of the meeting day, the 
contractor is to be available at the RFCAE3 office or other desi,pued location for discussions or 
technical briefings with panel members or the public. 

The folIowing schedule is proposed as a maximum: 

September 5,1998 
October 
November 
December 

February 
March 

June 

August 

January 1999 

April 
&Y 

JdY 

start work 
Monthly LMeeting 
Monrhly Meeting 
Monrhly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthiy Meeting - 
MonthIy meeting and presentation of draft repon 
Monthly meeting and presentation of fm report 
Presentation of results for specialRocky Rats 
Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) review 

Section V 
Proposal Requirements 

Proposals mwt 

A. Previous Experience: The proposal should include a short history of the company, as 
we11 as a discussion of relevant past experience that would q d f y  the company to perform this 
review. A client list for the last three years is required. At least three of these clients should be 
included as references. 

3 miaimurn address the following: 

\ 

@-. 

8 



B. Personnel: Proposer will submit resumes or curricula vitae including relevant publications 
for the key personnel that Will work on the project. A plan indicating the responsibili~es of the key 
perscnnel should bc included. The conuactor shall also provide an organizational chart in order to 
identify the various responsibiIities of key project team members. The contract will specify that 
substitution of these persons requires written approval of RFCAB. 

C. Prop31 of Work: The propod should address each of the scope items and indicate the 
Proposer’s understanding of the work required. The proposal may expand the work to be 
performed on any scope item; however, it must at least rcview the work specified. A detailed plan 
including personnel to be used and a schedule for each scope item must be presented. 

D. Work and FiscaI Management: The proposal should include a detailed estimate of the 
number of hours anticipated to complete the review. The estimate should include a breakdown 
showing who wilI be performing each task. The proposal should include a description of the 
procedures to be used to control costs and to maintain the schedule. These procedures should 
include methods to identify budget variances at the earliest possible time. Money available for this 
project is thought to be adequate to perform the work outlined in the scope; however, the 
successful conclusion of the project will require efficient cost control procedures. 

E. Interface with the Oversight Panel: The Oversight Panel will be an active participant in 
the study. It is very important for the contractor to gain the trust of the Panel. The contractor is 
expected to inform and educate the Panel and to seek its advice kr every phase of the study. The 
proposal should address the Proposer’s understanding of chis relationship and propose methods 
and plans to ensure its success. 

F. Peer Review: The proposal should suggest one or more plans for peer review. Of 
particuIar importance wiIl be how the experts are to be chosen and how the review will conducted. 
Timeiiness of the suggested peer review will be important 

G. Work Schedule: The expectation of the Oversight Panel is that the review should begin in 
early September 1998 and be completed in less than one year. The proposal should specifv a 
schedule for the review. The Panel expects to be an active participant in the review and plans to 
meet no more 0th than biweekly. Therefore, it is doubtful if the project can be completed in less 
than nine months. The proposed schedule should make considerations for this meeting schedde. 

H, Fees Bid: Contract payments will be for time actually worked and for materials and services 
uctually used. The Proposer shall provide the fulIy burdened hourly rates induding a provision for 
profit, of all persons expected to work on the project. This breakdown should correspond to the 
plan set out above in parts B and C. Services and materials will be paid at acmd cost plus a mark- 
up. The proposal should specify this mark-up. The proposal should indicate the total nor to exceed 
cosrs for the project. 

I. Length of Proposals: Proposals will be limited to 50 pages, inclusive of ail materials and 
supporting documentation to fulfill the requirements BS listed above. 

a 

Section VI 
Evaluation of Proposals 

A. Evaluation procesS: RFCAB shall establish the pr~posal evaluation committee(s) 
(“Evaluation Committee”) in its sole discretion and judgmnt,  to review and evaluate each Proposal 
submitted in response to this RFP. Unless all R~posals are rejected, the Evalus~ion Committee 
shall rank the Proposers. RFCAB reserves the right to: (1) accept or approve for negotiation the 
Proposal of the highest ranked Proposer; (2) accept or approve for negotiation a Proposer other 
than the Proposer ranked highest by the Evaluation Commitwe; or (3) reject a l l  of the Proposers. 



RFCAB wi11 advise its preferred Proposal whether R F C a  wishes to accept the Proposer's offer 
(Proposal) and enter into a contract or negotiate a contract with such Proposer. The Proposals of 
all Proposers shall remain binding and inevocabIe offers, for sixty (60) days from the time of 
submission, notwithstanding RFCAB's notice to a negotiation with the preferred Proposer. If 
negotiations with the initid preferred Proposer arc not successfully conduded, RFCAB may, at its 
option, advise the next highest ranked Proposer and commence negotiations with such hpose r .  

The Evaluation Committee will judge the merit of the RoposaIs received in accordance with the 
criteria defined hereh The recommendatl 'ons of this committee will be forwarded to k entire 
panel for review and approval. During the evaluation, the Evaluation Committee may quest 
Proposers to verify certain SpWts  of their respective proposals. Substantive discussions will not 
be held with any Proposer when requesting verification. The sole objective of the Evduation 
Committee will be to recommend the Proposer whose Proposal is most responsive to the RSAL 
review needs and can be carrid Out within the avadable resources. The specifications within this 
RFP represent the minimum performance necessary for response. 

RFC- =ernes the right, at the discretion of the Evaluation Committee, to invite one or more 
Proposers to attend an interview for the purpose of better explaining their proposal and negotiating 
it contract Concepts and ideas developed by any Fbposer or during negotiation may be discussed 
with all proposers. However, each Proposer's documents and pricing will be held in confidence 
by the Evaluation Committee. to the extent allowed under law appIicable to recipients of federal 
grants. It is the intent of the Evaluation Committee to conduct negotiations or interviews with 
selected Proposers to: 

further &k aspects of the proposal; 
allow the Proposer to bener demoastrate his or her uuderstanding of the scope of work and the 
capacity of the Proposer's staff to accomplish the work; 
allow the Oversight Panel to better define final scope of work for Ihe Project; and 

0 allow the seIected Proposers to submit a Best and Final Offer for the find scope for &e Project. 
if the Oversight Panel desires. 

If the Oversight Panel desires, it may =quat Best and Final Offers (BAFOS) following 
negotiations with selected  proposer^. The request will include: 

notice that negotiatim are concluded; 
notice that this is the opportunity to submit a BAFO; 
a requirement that a signed contract accompany the BAFQ and 
notice that the B.4FO must be received by a specified date and time. 

Following the evaluation andor negotiation process, the Oversight Panel may select that Proposer 
whose proposal is most advantageous considering fies and other factors. It is the intent of the 
Oversight Panel to contract with one lead Proposer to conduct all elements of this project. 
However, the Oversight Pmcl through RFCAB reserves the right to contract with more than one 
fm for separate elements of the project if its is advantageous to the Oversight PaneI. After such 
selection, the Oversight Panel through WCAE will notify in writing ail Proposers the name of the 
selected Proposer. Neither the Oversight Panel nor RFCAB will be obligated to provide 
information to any Proposer concerning the basis for non-selection. 

Submitted proposals shall not be returned and shall become the property of the Oversight Panel and 
will be turned over to RFCAB for archiving. 

10 
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'8. Evaluation Criteria: The evaluation criteria will consist of four major categories. Each 
category is assigned a percentage value of the total evduation. Then within each category, 100 
totd points are distributed to the individual sipficant issues to be evduated. After scoring, the 
totd number of points for each category wiIl be determined and multiplied by the overall category 
percentage (e.g., for Overall Qualities of the Firm 3S% x 781100 points = 27.3 score). The 
calculated totais for each category will then added to form a total score. 

0 
1. Approach to the Project (35%) 

Technical approach for each of the following work tasks (50 points): 
9 E v ~ u ~ ~ ~ o Q  of cleanup levels at ocher sites (8 points) 

Identifying and assessing relevant computer modeis (8 points) 
Evaluation of modeling inputs and assumptions (8 points) 
Evaluation of possible methodologies (8 points) 
Performance of an independent calculation (8 points) 
Recommendation of protocols (5 points) 
Interaction with actinide migration pane1 ( 5  points) 

Management approach which includes the following parameters (20 points): 
Assignment of key staff 

0 Quality control of calcul&ons, computer codes, and written documents 
Summary of proposed peer review approach 
Meeting of deadlines in the propodfind project timeline 

Overail fiscal management plan and its plan to meet the agreed budget (20 points) 

Planned interaction with Panel (10 pohts) 
Communication of resuh 
Incorporation of panel feedback 

2. Overall Qualfties of the Firm (35%) 

e 

Relevant experience (25 points) 
0 

0 

Q 

Computer modeIing relevant to the type of analysis required (10 points) 
Radiologicd and environmental issues (5 points) 
PubIic involvement issues (10 points) 

Recognized professiond stature (IO points) 

Capacity (both financial and organizational) to do job (15 points) 

Client listkpecific related projects (10 points) 

References (8 points) 

Experience and qudifications of penomel( I5 points) 

hmonstntion of ability to perform an independent scientific study (7 points) 

1 1  

e 

' I  
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Physical resources (10 points) 

3. Overall Qualfty of the Proposal (5%)  

Presentation (34 points] 

ComprehensibiIity (33 points) 

Completeness (33 points) 
Client list 
Resumes of key staff 
Staffingpian 
fiscal management pian 

9 Cost breakdown 
e Letters of recommendation 

Additional proposal recommendations 

4. Cost (25%) 

Price (70 points) 

Hourly rates in conjunction with assignment of key staff (1 0 points) 

MinimaVreasonabie cost mark-up (10 pomts) 

MinimaUreasonabIe indirect costs (overhead) (10 points) 0 
RFCAB m y  also perfom a calculation of the “CostBeaefit Relative Value” which is defined as 
follows: 

The higher the CBRV means the higher evaluated worth per dollar. ahis may be used as an 
additiond masure of proposal value which can be used to augment the scoring based on the above 
criteria or in place of the “Cost” category altogether. 

Section VU 
Contractual Inlormation 

A. Contract Requiremenb: The successful Proposer shall be expected to enter into a 
Contract for the Project Services, prepared by RFCAB, which shall include, without limitation, the 
following provisions which shall be binding upon the Contractor. 

1. m. Contractor shall acquire and maintain, during the term of this Contract, 
including any extensions of the term, statutory worker’s compnsation insurance coverage, 
commercial general liability insurance coverage, professional liability iasunnce coverage 
and auto liability insurance. in the minimum amount9 set forth below: 

I2 



2. 

a) 
b) 

C) 

d) 

W O b  's cOmnens3 t i o n u r n  cg: In accordance with applicable law; and 
m c r c i a l  
general aggregate. 
Profess- liabilitv in suranct: Professional liability insurance in the amount of 
$1 ,OOO,OOO, each occurrence. 
&Q=nn ce: In the minimum amount of $1  ,OOO,WO. covering any 
8u tomobile. 

ral liab&v i nsu- : Tn the minimum mount of $ t ,oCO,OOO 

Work P d W .  All work product of Contractor prepared pursuant to this Contract, 
inchling but not limited to all maps, plans, drawings, specifications, reports, electronic 
files and other documents, in whatever form (Work Product), shall become the property of 
RFCAB under all c k ~ ~ t a n c e s ,  regardless of whether Contractor is terminated. ALI Work 
Product shrill be provided to RFCGB at the time of completion of any of the Services 
described in Exhibit A, at the request of RFCAE3, or in any event, at the time of termination 
of this Contract. At any time, RFCAB may obtain reproducible copies of Conmtor's 
Work Product. 

I 3. FederaI R-rnenn: This Contract is awarded pursuant to a grant received by RFCAB 
under the direction of the U.S. Department of Energy and in compliance with the 
requirements imposed by the awarding federal agency, including without limitation: 

a) All Work ProducL as defined in paragraph , shall be subject to the copyright 
and pubiishing provisions of the Department of Energy regulations. 

b) All Work Product, as defined in paragraph shall be subject to the 
Depamnent of Emrgy's policies and procedures concerning patent rights. 

c) The Department of Energy r e q u k  that RFCM submit annual reports to the 
Department of Energy for each year that WCAB continues to receive federai 
assistance, and for one year thereafter, which reports shall include the status of 
RFCAB's activities funded by the grant, the costs incurred for each completed 
and/or partially completed activity, and any operational costs of activities, the 
degree to which the activities have achieved their gods, and the overall 
effectiveness of the economic assistance provided in meeting the adjustment needs 
of the area 

l 
I 

d) RFCAB, the Department of Energy, the Comptroller General of the United States, 
or any of their duly authorized represeatatives shall have access to any books, 
documents, papers, and records of Contractor which are directly pertinent to this 
Contract for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts and transcriptions. 

'Fhis Conuact is further subject to the following DOE-required federal d e s  and 
regulations: 

i) Assurances - Non-Consmction Programs 
ii) 

iii) 

iv) 
v) 

e)  

CFR Part 1040 - Ammnce of Compliance, Nondiscrimination in Federally 
Assisted Programs 
CFR Part 1036 - Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and 
Other Responsibility Matters - Primary Covered Transactions 
CFR Part 601 - Restrictions on Lobbying 
CFR Part 1036. Appendix C - Certification Regarding Drug-Free 
Workplace Requirenlents 

13 
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4. Indemnification. Contractor hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless RFCAB and 
each of its directors, employees, agents and con.sultants, from and against any and all 
claims. demands, losses. liabilities, actions. lawsuits and expenses (including reasonable 
attorneys’ fees). arising directly or indirectly, in whole or in part, from the negligence or 
my criminal or tortious act or omission of Coanactor or any of its agents or employees, in 
connection with this Contract andor Contractor’s Scrvices or work hereunder, whether 
within or beyond the S C O ~  of its. his or her duties or authority hereunder. The provisions 
of this pangraph shall Swive termination of this Contract. 

b d i t i o n  to Fwd in g . The Contractor acknowledges and agrees that RFCAB’s 
performance under this Contract, including compensation to be paid to the Contractor 
hereunder, is expressly conditioned upon the availability of funds under RFCAB’s grant 
with DOE. In the event such grant funds are not made available to RFCAB, then this 
Contract may be terminated. 

5. 

6. Method of Pa- t. Fees for services rendered under this Contract will be paid to the 
Contractor by the following methods: 

a) 

b) 

A start-up fee of ten percent (lo%), or other amount as negotiated between RFCAB 
and Contractor, shall be paid to Contractor at the time Contract is signed. 
Following goals and b h e s  as developed in the Contract’s Work Plan and Scope 
of Work, Contractor shall be paid fees upon satisfactory completion of significant 
milestones. The specific fee to be awarded for satisfactory completion of each 
milestone shall be negotiated in advance and be made part of the Contract. 
Contractor sMI be reimbursed for acW Project operating costs (travel expenses, 
materials, postage, supplies, etc.) on a monthly basis upon receipt and approval of 
detailed invoices to RFCAB. 
RFCAB will withhold finaI payment of ten percent (10%) of the total Contract 
amount, to be paid to Contractor upon satisfactory and timely completion of all 
milestones as developed in the Project’s Work Pian and Scope of Work. 

c)  

d) 
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An Advlsory b a r d  to the US. Department of Energy 

M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: 
FROM: Ken Korkia 

DATE: April 30,1998 

SUBJECT: Development of Propowl Review Criteria for the Teclmicd Services Contracror 

Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel Members 

Just a reminder that a meeting .has been set to develop proposal review criteria for the techcal . 
services conmcmr. This meeting will be held at the Citizens Advisory Board office, 9035 
Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250 in Westminster on Wednesday, lMay 6 at 5 0 0  p.m. 

At the Iast meeting of the Oversight Panel, I was asked to put down some ideas on how to go about 
developing these review criteria. My ideas are listed below. I Iook forward to seeing everyone 
inkrested in this important part of the project on Wednesday. If you have my questions or need 
directions to our office, please caU me at 420-7855. 

Considerations for Techt~icd Services PropOsaI Eval~&n Criteria 

There are four major areas for review and a s s i w n t  of points: 

1) @e@ uualities of the firm : (recommend range of 30 - 35 % of total points awarded) 

Determinations nzed to be mde concerning %hat qualities are considered important for this job and 
then points are assigned based on how one wants to reward the bidder for having these important 
qualities. For example. if having o company who has been in business for a long time is 
important, you would s i g n  a premium to a categ@ty such expieam. Lfc&ain qualities such 
as previous experieme with radiological materials oc modeling is imptmt, these qualities are 
listed a d  points assigned. The following are general categories within thjs area for which points 
an developed. 

- 

experience as a fm - Whar type of projects have they worked on before? How long 
have they been in business? Arc there par!!cular ares  of specialty that you wouici &e 
to emphasize, such w, experience in mdeling, experience Hi?& rarliolo@cal materials, 
experience in a regulatory env$onmcn?? How well have they been received by 
previous employers? Other? 

~~ 

9035 Wadsworth Pafkway Suite 2250 Westminster, Colorado 8002 1 9 303-420-7855 Fax 303-420-7519 
~ 
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current client list - Who do they work for currently? Is there potential or erceived 
conflicts of interest? Do they have the t ime to work OR this project, base s on their 
cumnt project load? Other? 
experience and qualifications of key project personnel - What is their experience and 
areas of expertise? What experience does the Oversight Panel consider important, such 
as health physics, modeling, etc.? What are their educational backgromds? Who have 
they worked for in the past? Other? 
otfier? 

2) u the : (recommend range of 30 - 35 % of total points awarded) 

This part of the emhation focuses on how weil tfie bidder reqonds to and describes how he or 
she wi!! agqroach h e  project. The specific tasks should 'be listed and then points assigned to each 
one. The contractor with the besf approach would receive the most poifits. Being able to do the 
technical work is impcant, but how weU the con.!x;Ictor manages thc project also is hiportant. 
such as staffing, quality control, schcduiing, ecc.. These imponact management criteria will be 
listed and points will be assigned to each. Finally, fiscal management is important if the project is 
to come in within a specified budget. 

' 

technical approach: How well does the contractor describe the approach for each of the 
specified tasks? Other? 

0 management approach How well does the contractor dscribe overall management of 
the project in key areas such as assignment of key staff, quality control, meeting 
deadlines, coordinating with the Oversight Panel, etc? Other? 

0 fiscal management: ?How will the conmtor keep within the specified budget'? What 
are the fiscal controls the contractor wiIl use? Other? 
other? 

3) ~~~~ aualisv ofthe Pronos& (recommend 5 - 10 % of total points awarded) 

Not as significant in terms of overall percenrage of points that will be awarded, but how well the 
bidder presents information is an important consideration. The quality of the proposal may well 
represent the overail quality of work the potentid contractor will perform on the project. Clearly 
understandable proposals should be rewarded over those in which the evaluator has to hunt for 
information. 

o How well does the proposal provide information for evaluafian of key areas such 2s 
providing client iist, providing resumes of key staff, providing a sraffing plan, 
providmg a fisc4 rnmagement plan, providing m underststidabie cost breakdown. 
providing krters of recommendation in the proposal, providing a list of additional 
recommendations, etc? 
other? 

4) a: (recommend 25 - 30 % of total points awarded in this category) 

The bidders will provide a single price bid number that will include an cx rall breakdom of cost 
This breakdown will include an estimate of the number of hours fcr each merrbcr of the project 
team multiplied by a burdened hourly rate that includes direct labor cost, indirect costs a d  
provision for profit. :by additiocal direct costs mark-up will also be listed. 

, ). 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO REVIEW THE RADIOLOGIC SOIL 
ACTION LEVELS AT THE ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL 

TECHNOLOGY SITE 
@ 

Section I 
Administrative Information 

A. Purpose: The purpose of this RFP is to obtain an independent scientific review of the 
Wologicd Soil Action Levels (RS.4.L) established for the cleanup of the Rmky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site (RFETS). The review will evaluate the methods as well as the 
accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used KO calculate the current RSALs. The review 
will also encmipass models, methodo!ogies, and cIeanup standards that m y  exist or are being 
developed for other sites and their applicability to the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of 
this investigauan, a reconmendation will be developed for the WhLs for tran~ur~nic elements in 
the surface >oils at Rccky Rats that will be protective of surf3ce waters leaving &e site, Future 
users and surrounding communities. 

B. Backjpund: The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) was constructed in 
195 1. The site served as a production facility to manufacture components for nuclear weapons. 
As a result of operations, the soil at RFEX3 is contaminated with various actinides including 
plutonium and americium. In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and 
production problems. h 1992 the decision was made to permanently close the plant. The site's 
current operations involve stabilimtion and dispsition of plutonium, decontamination and 
deactivation of radionuclide contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental dslmage, and 
waste management. 

As the concluding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 18,1996, the 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) adopted interim Radionuclide 
Soil Action Levels for the RFETS. Intended to be protective of people using the site after closure, 
these action levels set the ~1 limits for tlu: radionuclides (primarily plutonium and americium} 

effects to off-site communities. The method used was dose based. The dose chosen was based on 
Draft Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 196 dated Feb 16,1996. This regulation 
mandates that the basic dose standard is 15 m d y r .  The draft rule makes provision for restricted 
land use. The 15 mredyr would apply to the restricted use but in that case the exposure resulting 
f r ~ m  unrestricted use must dso be assessed. This d m  can not exceed 85 mrem/yr. The method 
of convening dose to rcidiologic soil concentrations was based on the use cf R E S W  (&dual 
&&ation) 3 prograni developed by Argonne National Laboratory. The fmd report Acn'on Levels 
for Radionidider in Soils for tht Rocky Fluts Cleanup Agrement is incki&d with this RF"? as 
appendix A. 

In response to public concerns that these RSrVs might be too high, DOE a p d  to an independent 
review of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels. DOE would 
not agree to a review of the safety or appropriateness of the dose standard in Part 196. A 
community review group known 3s The Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 
(RSALO?) w2s created to define the project and to oversee this review from initiation to 
completion. In order to fund the study, the DOE will use the existing grant vehicle it has with the 
Rocky Flars Citizer, Advisory Board (RFCAB). RFCAB wil1 be rrspunsibk for lill aspects 
invciving &e administration of the. grant modes, including submiai(lg a grant amendment or 
appiication, reviewicg ,and approving ccnmcts, and authorizing and disbursing h-ds to the 
Oversight Pzme!'s contractors. As the fiduciary agent, WcAB will wgetiare and sign dI contract\ 
for m y  project services. The Oversight P'mel will have responsibilicy for developing requests for 

Department Of Energy (DOE) and its regulators Environmental Protection Agency @PA) and 

that would be left in the soi pp" at Rocky Rats after cleanup. The levels adapted did not consider 
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proposals and selecting contractors in consultation with RFCAB, and will then oversee the work of 
these contractors. 

C. Issuing Office: This request for proposals is being issued by the Rocky Flats Citizens 
Advisory Board (WCAB) which is  acting as the contracting entity for the Oversight Panel. 
RFCAB is a nonprofit corporation chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) as 
a Site Specific Advisory Board ( S S A B ) .  

De Sshedwle of Activities: 
1 .  FUT mailed to prospective bidders 
2. Written inquiries deadline 
3. Proposal Submission Deadline 

June I, 1998 

July 16, 1998 Time 3:OO P. 
Yune 24, 1998 

M. 

E. Proposal Submission: Proposals must be received on or before 3:OO p.m. MDT, July 
16.1998. Late proposals will not be accepted. The proposal packgz should be delivered or 
mailed to: 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
9035 Wadsworth Parkway 
Suite 2250 
Westminster, CO. 8022 1 

Eight (3) copies (including orighal) of the complete proposal must be submitted and sealed in tt 
package. The outside of the package should bear tbe bidders name a d  the title of the proposal, A 
Review of the Radiolagic Soil Action Levels at the Rocky Flats Environmentai Technolop Site. 
Proposals must be signed in ink by the bidder or an officer of the company whs is authonzed to 
bind the bidder to the proposal. The bids be will opened and tumed over to the evaluation 
committee at 4:OO P.M., June 16, 1998. 0 

Section 11. 
Other Requirements and Conditions 

A, Availability of Information: The RFP will be made available to any interested party who 
requests it. A list of recipients of the RFP m y  be obtained at the RFCAB office. 

General questions about RFCAB should be directed to Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats Citizens Advisor): 
Board, 9035 Wadsworrh Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, Co!orado 80021; phane number 

General questions about the Oversight Panel and this RFP may be diirecred t.3 Hank StavaI, Co- 
Chair of the Cversight Panel. at (303) 466-5986. 

Speciftc inquires about the scope or terms of this RFP can be made in writing to Ken K&ia, 
Rocky Fiats Citizens Advisory Board, 9035 Wzdsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, 
Colorado 80021; FAX (303) 420-7579 Such questions must be received on or before June 
24,1998. Written responses to questions received will be mailed to a l l  recipients of record on or 
before June 30. 1998. Any clarifications, interpretations and ober forms of oral response outside 
of the formal inquiry process. whether by RFCAB, the Oversight Pmel or others, shall not be 
construed as valid or binding. In the event that RFCAB or the Oversight Pmel deems that an 

(303) 420-7855. 

addendum to the RFP is R K % s s ~ ~ ~ ,  the addendum will be sent by mair to ail recipients of record. 

0 



3033207579 ROCKY FLRTS CRB 236 POJ/’LO MFlY 04 ’98 11:47 

B. Minority Businesses: It is the policy of WCAB that small and minority fums, women’s 
businesses and labor surplus area firms, shall have the maximufn oppmdty to participate as 
contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, or vendors. Contractors shalI not discriminate on the basis 
of race, creed, religion, color, nationd origins, gender, ancestq, age. marital stanis or disabiIity. 
in the bidding for Find the perform;ince of subcontracts. 

C. Withdrawal or Revisions of Proposds: A bidder may withdraw or revise a proposal 
after it has been deposited with RFCAB. Withdrawal of 8 proposal must be made in writing and 
occur prior to the time for receipt of proposals. Any proposal withdrawn for the purpose of 
revision must be resubmitted in the specified format within the time set far receigt of proposals. 
Proposals may not be withdrawn after the time set for receipt. Proposals are bidding offers which 
shall remain open and irrevocable for sixry days from the t h e  they are opened. 

D. Dfsquslificaticjn of Bidders: The f01lowir.g resons will be considerd suf€icienr for 
disqualification of the bidder and the rejection of the proposal: 

Incomplete proposals. 
Exemptions or exceptions taken to the terms and conditions of this RFP. 
Evidence of collusion mmg comp8ting biddefi. 
Receipt of a proposal after the date and time set for receipt. 
Evidence of misrepresentations or falsehoods. 
M h G S O f I k H d  pdb+J’&@ 

E. Rejection of Proposals: The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board reserves the right to 
reject any or all proposds. 

F. lMurtrple Proposals: Bidders may join together to submit a joint proposal, however a lead 
proper must be indicated. No mop, than one proposal will be Eiccepted from any lead proposer. 
Subcontractors may t m  with more than one lead proposer to provide specidized services. 

G. Dbposition of proposals: Submitted proposals will not be returned and will become the 
property of the RFC.4B. 

H. Incurring Costs: The RFCAB is not liable for any costs incurred by bidders prior to 
issuance of a contract. 

Section LII 
Project Description and Scope 

- 
A. Project Description: The contractor will work €or the Oversight Panel in C~~iducthg  a 
review of the interiln RSALS set for Rocky Flats. The contractx will be expected to submit a 
ccmprehensive hiti report. The contractoz will also be expectzd to propose a method of peer 
review, The contractor will provide the Oversight Pane1 with a set of resomeildarions. The p a e l  
will incorporate comments received from the public into a find recommendation for kclusion by 
DOE and the regulators in RFCA. 

The contractor is being requested to investigate the following: 

for other radionuclide contmkzted sites as to how rhey may apply to the RFETS site-specific 
situation, 

to rcvizw models, metliodologies, and cleanup levels that m3y exist or are beinp developed 

to review the existing analysis used to set the current RFETS RSXLs as to its accuracy md 
.appropriateness, 

based on the results of the above investigationst to calculate an independent set of RSALs. 
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The study will use existing RFETS site data to the maximum extent possible. It will be the 
nqonsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and quality of this dah and to inform 
the Oversight Panel at an early date if additional data is required. The contractor may suggest that 
the scope of study be modified. However, at 3 minimuin, the rnodiiied proposals are requested to 
address the issues as discussed throughout this RFP. Specifically the contractor will be required to 
perform the following: 

B, Scope of Work: Specifically the contractor is expected to perform the foIlowing 

J . C l e w  Levels at Other Shes 
Actions: 

projected for use at other radioriuclide contaminated sites ( p ~ k u l x l y  with plutorjum and 
mericiux) md the processedmodels used to determine them as to their applicability in setting 
clzanup levels at RFETS. 

communities from onsite cleanup levels. 

processes/modefs are or are not applicable for use in assessing cleanup levels for RFETS. 

Considerations: 

Identify and evaluate cleanup levels andor action levels (k, RSALsj which exist or are 

Identify my processeshodels that were or are being u$ed to determine offsite irnpacB to  

Provide a summary of this evaiuation itemizing the reasons why such levels or 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil similarly contaminated with transuraaic 
elements and, in particular, plutonium ;snd americium. Of parti~ulat intetest is the reaoning 
that wenr into the setting of these cleanup levels slnd the subsequent history of the site, 
including any cleanup. The study shoufd compare the cleanup andor action levels within the 
context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the then existing risk assessments 
and dose standards. This portion of the study wi11 be used to place the caiculated RFETS 
values in context. 

r Models 
Actions: 

to cdcdate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose me. 

site-specific conditions at RFETS. 

and a recommendation for the most appropriate rn&!(s). 

Identify and evaluate all relevant availabIe or emergent computer models which can be used 

Evaluated the models to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 

Provide a description of these models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each, 

Considerations: 
Models that ax inappropriate to the €WETS site conditions, obsolete, or which ?annot be 
readily vdidated should not be included. The R E S W  model must be included due its w e  in 
dete.rmining the current RSALs. A comparison of the diEerent mod& using RFETS site- 
specific data would be useN. The contractor is encouraged to find computer codes capable of 
modeiing both on-site and off-site dose rates. If no models exist for this determination, the 
cocmctor will review off-site migratiodimpacts over tirnddistance for various deanup levels. 
It is possible that no one model will prove satkfactory for determining both, but that a 
combination of models may lx necessary. The contractor will be expected to recommend the 
most appropriate modeI(s) for the RFETS site-specific conditions and to justify this 
recommendation. Whichever model or modeIs are recommended should be thoroughly 
validated. It is not r.ecessq that the conmctor perform this validation; peer reviewed, 
published studies will suffice. la. the event that RESRAL? is not recomwilded, ESRAD 
should be run in pardlei with the recommended model(s j as a comparison. 

s and Assumbtions 
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Actions: 
Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current analysis 
(RESRAD) used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the 
following: Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs. and assumptions adequate, accumte, 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RETS, given the future land me scenarios envisioned 
in RFCA, and the subsequent conversion to dose ratdcontamination levels? 
a) For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 
resulting contamination levels? 
b) For each of the input panmeters, what is h e  distribution of possibie input values? Identify 
each of these based on the sensitivities &taminmi in b) above b r n  least conservative to most 
conservative with conservative meaning that which results in lower contamination levels ven a 
certain dose limit. Quantify the uncercainties of the inputs or input distributions. 
c) 
considered “reltsonable” or “best estimate”. Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Considerations: 

For each of the input distributions in c )  above, identify an input vdirc which can be 

AU of the input paramekrs to the model need to be examined. Parameters that, are easily 
c o n b e d ,  non s i b s  eciftc parameters, or those which ate specified by the EPA or other 

not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended. Parameters for which there are site- 
specific input data for WET’S should be identified and a thorougll study of the distribution of 
possible values should be performed. 

regulatory agencies s K odd be noted such. If the investigation indicates that such values are 

4.lMethodology 
ACti0aS: 

necessary inputdourputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a 
given dose limit. 

a summary of these methodologies dong with a recormendation and justification as to the best 
suited for such an analysis. 

RESRAD analysis. 

Identify and evaluate the methodologies which ciln be used to select or combine the 

Within 1 month of the star! of the contmt, present to the Oversight Panel and stakeholders 

Compare or contrast this recomeaded methodology with that used in the existing 

e -  
Considerations: 

It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.g., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an andysis. The question as to “how conservative is c o w m t i v e ? ”  makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept the 
risks involved. Therefore, tbe Oversight Panel wishes to fully understand the n3mre and 
implications of each of the Fatentid methodologies to ensure that the methodology chosen can 
best produce credible and defensible results from ;his independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

5.  Indenendent Calcdatioq 
Actions: 

Using the methodology recommended in 4. above, selecdwmbine the inputs identified in 
3. above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 3. above in that model 
to calculate conkmination levels for the dose limits set for each of the RFCA land use scenarios 
assumed in the origind analysis. This includes a residential scenario. 

As part of the cdculations, include a statement of the assumpuons and level of uncerrity 
involved in the specific approach utilized. State the dose limits in t e r n  of risk. 0 3 
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Actions: 

in soil before and after remediation. 

As an integral part of the recommendations about the RSALs, recommend specific soil 0 .  sampling pmdm to be followed as an appropriate method of monitoring actinide concentrations 

Considerations: 
It is necessacy to fmd a scieatifically credible method for guaranteeing that the cleanup levels 
will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimarcly measured at the site. 
This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, depth of samples, 
sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that the methods used for 
measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly applicable to the 
parameters used for setthg the cleanup levels. The technical literature on valid statistical 
approaches should be reviewed to verify sampling methods and recommend approaches that 
are appropriate for the cleanup at RFETS. 

7. Actinide Mimtion 
Actions: 

Meet with the Actinide Migdon Panel to share infomation in order to ascertain the 
applicability of any results from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to the modeling for this 
analysis. 

Study these results and any other relevant data and make a preliminary determination of 
what impact these will have on the results such as obtained in 5. above. 

Considerations: 
UIthnateIy, cleanup levels must be protective of off-site residents. Calculations for the existing 
RSALs only considered on-site exposure scznarbs. Since off-site air and water quality 
standards are more restrictive, it is possible these srandards will control the cleanup. How can 
the issue of plutonium migmion be incorP0r;tted into an evaluation of the RSALs? An Actinide 
Migration Study is currently underway. The final results of this study will not be ready in time 
to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be available. It is understood 
that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative pending the completion of the 
Actinide Migration Study. The contractor should, however, identify the d a ~  needs of this 
study as early as possible in order to facilitate the collection and analysis of additiond data 
needed. 

C. Interfacing and Responsibilities: The Oversight Panel intends to an active participant in 
rhe study. The general responsibilities of the contractor are to gather factual information, render 
expert interpretations of dam, and propose options for different end points or gods based on these 
interpretations. The ContriaCtOr is expected to engage in an open exchange of ideas and to be 
responsive to technical and noctechiical concerns md suggestions of the pmei. - 

Specifically, the contractor will: 
Maintain an ongoing written log of all meetings, correspondence and telephone 

conversations with panel members, regulatory agencies and others noting the purpose of the call. 
Meet with the Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meting. 

2. The general responsibilities of the Oversight Panel are (1 )  t~ oversee and critique the work of 
the contractor; and (2) to integrate the findings of the contractor with relevant policy issues at 
RFETS to produce policy recommendations accompanied by a clear account of supporting 
eviderice and reaming. The pwel is  responsible for reviewing written npoi-ts submitted by 
the contractor rind informing the contractor of its assessment and suggestions in a timely 
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3. The scope and deliverables of this RFP are to be contracted at a fued price. Meetings aid 
presentations are to be contracted at an hourly rate, but are not too exceed 240 man-hours. 

3 3 ? 3 7 3 3 ~ 1 n 7 3 ? 3 3 3 7 ? 1 1 r ) 3 3 1 ? ? - 7 ? ? ? ? r M r ) ? r ) ? ? ? ? ? ?  .......................... .................................................. 

D. DeUverables: The contractor will be expected to prepare a comprehensive kchnicd report of 
this study, including the methods used and the results of the independent review of the RSALs. 
The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated public. The contractor 
should include appendices that include more technical details. A sufficient number of copies are to 
be provided for all interested panies (not to exceed 100). 

The contractor will be expected to work with the Oversight Panel to prepare a separate summary to 
be direaed to the general public that has no prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be 
suitable for inclusion in newsletters or general circulation newspdpers. 

After agreement on the sccpe of work, the contractor will provide a schedule f6r meting tlie 
requireants of this RFP. 
Monthly progress reports wiil be prepared for drstribution at monthly meetings. They should 
inciude a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
f i i a l  report- 

E. ScheduWTimelhe: To ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the aected 
public, the public will be invited to attend an informational rneeeng at the beginning of this 
contract. Meetings will then be held biweekly initially for a time period to be determined. At feast 
two of these meetings will be held at night. 

Thereafter, monthly meetings wil1 be held which wil1 consist of two nightly sessions. The fmt 
night will be devoted to a technical session summariz i fbo the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor will 

contractor team is to be available for discussions or technjcd briefings with pmel members or 
members of the public. 

have sufficient staff present to answer questions. During the day bemeen the meetings, the 

The following schedule is proposed: 
Septsmber 5,1998 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 1999 
February 
March 
April 

start work 
Biweekly Meetings 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
MontMy M&g 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly meeting and presenmicn of &aft rep0i.t 
Monthly meeting and presentation of fmal repon 

for special RFCA review 
Presentation of resdrs 

Section IV 
Proposal Requirements 

Proposals must as a minimum address the fcllowhg: 

A. Previous Experience: The proposal should include B short histoq of the corqxny. A 
discussion of relevant past experience that would qual@ the ccmpmy to perform this rcview. A 
client list for the 1 s t  three years is required. At least three of these clients should bs included LS 
references, 

7 
I 



, 
236 PO3,'lO PlRY 04 '98 11:50 3034207579 ROCKY' FLRTS CkB 

B. P e r s ~ ~ e l :  Bidder will submit resumes or curricular vitae including relevznt publications for 
the key personnel that will work on the project. A plan indicating the responsibilities of the key 
personnel should be included. The contractor shall also provide an orgmizationd chart in order to 
identify the various responsibilities of key project team members. The contract will specify that 
substitution of these persons requires written approval of the Oversight Panel. 

C: Fropasid of Work: The proposal should address each of the scope items and ifidicate the 
proposers understanding of t!!e work required. The proposal may expand the work to be 
performed on any scope item; however it must at Ieast review the work specified. A detailed plan 
including personnel to be used and a schedule must be presented. 

D. Work Management: The proposal should include a detailed estimate of the number of hours 
anticipated to complete the review, The estimate should indude a breakdown showing who will be 
performing each task. The proposal should include a description of the procedues to be used to 
control cost and to b t a i n  the schedule. These procedures should include methods to identify 
budget varimces at the earliest possible time. Money available for this project is thought to be 
adequate to perform the work outlined in the scope; however, the S U C C ~ S S ~ ~ ~  conclusion of the 
project will require efficient cost control procedures. 

E. Interface with the Oversight Panel: The Oversight Panel intends to be an active 
participant in the study. It is very irnprtaat for the contractor to gain the Crust of the Panel. The 
contractor is expected to inform and educate the Panel and to seek its advice in every phase of the 
study. The proposal should address the bidders understanding of this relationship and propose 
methods and plans to insure its success. 

F. Peer review: The proposal should suggest one or more plans for peer review. Of particular 
importance will be how the experts are to be chosen and how the review will conducted. 
Timeliness of the suggested peer review will be important. 

G. Work Schedule: The expectation of the Oversight Panel is that the review should begin in 
early September 1998 and be complete in the spring of 1999. The proposal should specify a 
schedule for rhe review. The Panel expects to be an active participant in the review and plans to 
meet no more often than biweekly. The proposed schedule should make considerations for t h i s  
meeting schedule. 

H. Fees Bkl: Contract payments will be for time acttxilly worked and for materials and services 
actually used. The proposer shall provide the fully burdened hoirrly rates, plus a provision for 
profit, of all persons expecced to work on the project. This breakdown should correspond to the 
pian set out above in parrs B and C. The contract will spciiy that gayrncnr will be limited IO eight 
hours per day for my individual. Services and materials wil! be paid at actual cost plus a mark-up. 
The proposal skould specie this markup. The contract will limit domestic airfares to full fare 
unresmcted coach class. The proposal should indicate the total not fu exceed costs for the project. 

Section V 
Evaluation of Bids 

A. Evaluation hocess: An Evaluation Committee made up of firembers from the RSALOP 
will judge the merk of the proposals received in accordance with the criteria defined herein. Tne 
reccmendations of -chis committee wiIl be forwarded ro the entire panel for review and approval. 
The sole objective of h e  evaluation committee will be 10 recommend the bidder whose proposal is 
most responsive to the WAL review needs and cm be canied Out within the avdable resources. 
The specifications within this RFP represent the minimtun performance necessary fm response. 

8 \ 
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The RFCAE reserves the right, at the discretion of the Evaluation Panel, to invite one or more 
bidders to attend an interview for the purpose of better explaining their pro-psal and negotiating a 0 conmc t. 

8. Evaluation Criteria: 
1. Previous experience and background of the contractor and his key personnel relevant to this 
RFP wiIl be evaluated. Of special importance will the background and scientific standing of the 
Principle Investigator. The cm?ract will specifidly state that, unless mutually agreed on in 
writing, the key personnel will work on the project until completion, 
2. Adequacy and completeness of the proposal with regard to information specified in the RFP. 
3. Technical content of the proposal, methodology, and appropriateness to the project. Of 
particular importance iq the description of how the contractor inknds to handle each of the items in 
The scope of work. 
4. The proposal will be evaluated on how well it addresses the interface between the Oversight 
Panel aiid the contractor. 
5 .  Each bidder will submit an estimate of the hours to be worked by each of the key personnel to 
be assigned to this project. The bidder will also submit a schedt.de of hourly rates to be clmged for 
the services of these personne1. In addition the bidder will estimate overhead and other charges for 
the project. The costs submitted will be evaluated both on of the estimate of the total hours to be 
worked and the cost per hour. Cost controls to be used will dso be evaluated. 

C. Scoring: 

9 
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Environmental Monitoring Contract Research Proposals 
Evaluation Sheet 

Proposer's Name: 

cssess current environmental 
nonitoring program (Task 1) 

20 pointsl 
Iescription of methodology to 
issess temporary or project- 
,pecific monitoring ,programs 
Task 1) 
20 points] 
Iescription of methodology to 
issess adequacy of current 
nonitoring, i.e, critical 
malysis (Task 2) 
30 points] 
Iescription of methodology to 
ietermine / assess needs of 
:ommunity stakeholders 
Task 2) 
20 points] 
lescription of past work 
2xperience related to 
assessment of environmental 
nonitoring (All tasks) 
20 points] 
3escrip tion of professional 
sxperience / qualifications of 
Dersonnel for Task 1 

[20 points] 
Description of professional 
experience / qualifications of 
personnel for Task 2 

120 Doints] 
Description of professional 
experience / qualifications of 
perscnnel for Task 3 

p 0  uointsl 

Points 
Scored 

C om men t s 



Criteria I Points 1 Comments 
[ M a x  Points] ’ 

Previous client satisfaction 
Scored 

[ I O  ooints] 
Definition of staff 
-espcnsibiIities / 
:oordination of multiple firms 
:if applicable) 
10 points] 
hrrent client list 

Total points: 

Total Cost: 

Additional Comments: 

. -@ 
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City of Broomfield 
One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: f+pr;\ 30 , 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 
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David Abelson 
Jim McCarthy 
Carol Lvons 

Lisa Monel 
John Tayer 
Tim Holeman 
Kathy Schnoor 
Hank Stovdl 
Tom Davidson 
Sam Dixion 
Mary Harlow 

Jackie Berardini 
Herb Betts 
Dr. Norma Morin 
Steve Gunderson 
Steve Tarlton 
Edd Kray 
Carl Spreng 
Dean Heil 
Autar Rampertaap, 
Jim Fiore 
Jeremy Karpatkin 
Jessie Roberson 
Steve Slaten 
Tim Rehder 
Ken Starr 
John Corsi 
Dave Shelton 
Niels Schonbeck 
John Shepherd 
Victor Holm 
Bob Kanick 
Ken Korkia 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Deanne Butterfield 
Will Neff 
Joel Selbin 
Todd Marplies 
Joe Goldfield 

Cong. Skaggs' Ofc 
City of Anrada 
City of Arvada 

City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Broomfield 
City of Louisville 
City of Westminster 
City of Westminster 

CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
CDPHE 
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DOE HQ 
DOE 
DOELRFFO 
DOE 
EPA 
Jefferson County 
Kaiser Hill 
Kaiser Hill 
Metro State 
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RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RFCAB 
RMPJC 
RFLIl 
RFLII 
UCD Chem Dept 
TM Consulting 
RFCAB-SNM P 

(P=Panel Member, A=Altemate, E=Ex-Officio) 
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PHONE FAX 
303-650-7886 303-650-7893 
303-431-3042 303-131-3969 
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x32  
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TO: 

F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND BOB KANICK 

SUBJECT: SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING NOTICES 

DATE: APRIL 30,1998 

There will be a meeting to develop the evaluation criteria to be used in evaluating the bids for 
the technical (RSAL independent review) contract on Wednesday, May 6,1998 at 5 P M  at the 
RFCAB office, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250 (call 420-7855 for directions). It is not 
anticipated that this meeting will require more than 1 hour. Anybody wishing to contribute may 
attend. However, the draft created as a result of this meeting will be FAXed to everybody for 
comment prior to the May 14th meeting. 

Please contact Bob Kanick (303-444-0049) if you have any questions or comments on this 
meeting. 

A meeting of the bidders for the administrative services contract will be held on Friday, May 8, 
1998 from 1-3 PM in the Westminster City Council Boardroom (second floor of Westminster 
City Hall), The administrative services review panel as well as Ken Korkia-RFCAB, will be 
available to answer questions that prospective bidders may have. The review panel members are 
Ken Korlua-RFCAE3, Hank Stovall-Broomfield City Council, Mary Harlow-City of 
Westminster/RFCAB, and Carol Lyons-City of Arvada. Oversight Panel Members are welcome 
to attend. 

Please contact Mary Harlow (303-430-2400 X 2174) if you have any questions or comments on 
this meeting. 

The attached e-mail address list has been updated. Please note the corrected aadress for Bob 
Kanick. Please contact Kathy Schnoor (303-438-6363) with any additions or corrections to the 
e-mail list. 
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E-Mail Addresses for RF S A L  Oversight Panel & Other Participants a 
Panel Members: 
Dean Heil 
Lisa Morzel 
Todd Margulies 
Joel Selbin 
Niels Schonbeck 
Mary Harlow 
James McCarthy 
Bob Kanick 
Tom Davidson 
Joe Goldfield 

c I y c l ? s  q?7;,@w-&L.m I u .  mw 6 .  53 
Alternates: 
Victor Holm  

Tom Marshall  
athy Schnoor n 

dheil@ lamar. colostate. edu 
morzell@ci. boulder.co. us 

 
j selbin@carbon. cudenver. edu 
schonben@clem. mscd. edu 
rnliarlow@ci.westniinster.co.us 
jim-macity. ci. arvada. co.us 

 
thomas. davidson@rfets. gov 

 

Ex-Officio Members: 
Steve Slaten 
Jackie Berardini 
Tim Rehder 

Others: 
Dave Shelton 
Steve Gunderson 
Laura Till 
John Corsi 

steve. slaten@rfets . gov 
j ache. berardini@state. co.us 
rehder. timothy@epamail.epa.gov 

dave. shelton@rfets. gov - 
steve.gunderson@state. co. us 

t 
john. corsif@ets.gov 
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There will be a meeting to refine the evaluation criteria for the technical RFP on Wednesday, 
' May 20th at 5 PM at the RFCAB office (9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250) far all those 

who are interested in attending. Based on the last meeting of the Oversight Panel, the need to 
possibly restructure the criteria IO follow the flow of the RFP or at least add further clarifying 
remarks was identified. There will also be a discussion xnd formulation of the concept of 
"conflict of interest" for the proposing contractors. Please formulate your comments based on 
the draft which was scnt out as Attachment 3 of the May 1 I th  fa.. and either bring them to this 
meeting or forward them to Bob Kanick per below. The meeting will be limited to 2 hours. 

Bob k c k  
Phone: (303) 444-0049 
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0 R O C K Y  FLATS CITtZIM ADVISORY BOARD 
An Advisory Board to the U.S. Department of hrergy 

M E M Q R A N  D U M  

TO: 
FROM: Ken Korkia 

DATE: May 15, 1998 

SUBJECT: Meeting with Attorney to Discuss Technical Services REP 

Soil Action Levels Oversight Panel Members 

As discussed at last evening’s meeting, a meeting with the attorney to discuss the technicd services 
RFP has ken arranged. This rnccting wilt be held on Thursday. Mav 21. 1o:oo 
CAB office. CAB’S office is  located at 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250 in Westminster. 
All interested Panel members are encouraged to attend. 

at the 



To : 
To : 
To : 
To : 
To : 
From: 
Date: 
Re : 

[unknown], INTERNET:tmarshall@igc.org 
[unknown], INTERNET:  

er.co.us 
[unknown], INTERNET:morzell@ci.boulder.co.us 
[unknown] , kschnoor 

VHOLM, INTERNET:  
5/4/98, 1:06 AM 
Cos t Estimate 

Sender:  
 

 

 
 

 
     

   
Message-13: <9f86b083.354d68a4@aol.corn> 
Date: MOR, 4 hay 1998 0 3 : 0 5 : 0 7  E3T 
To:    

Mime-Version: 1.0 
Subject: Cost Estimate 
Content-type: multiparthixed; 

X-Mailer: AOL 3.0 for Windows 95 sub 62 

g 

boundary"part0-8 94 2 65 50 7-boundary" 

To: Hank Stovall, Mary Harlow, LeRoy Moore, Lisa Morzel, Bob Kanick 

Attached are two files in Microsoft Word format: 

The first is the draft technical RFP. I have not edited the scope section 
that was previously approved by the panel. I did move szne parts unchanged to 
other sections where I felt they fit in better. The parzgraph in question 
marks on page 8 contradicts the part on fees that I propose on page 10. We 
can decide on Wednesday to keep the contract fixed price or time and materials 
based. The section on evaluation is incomplete since I did  not want to get 
too far ahead of the committee. 

The second file is an estimate of the hours required to complete the work. It 
is basically unchanged since February except for some minor cleanup. 

If anyone has any difficulty downloading the files call zs at 989-9086 and I 
will make other arrangements. 

If you wc::ld like I will Z-Mail this material to the otter aexbers of the 
Evaluation Committee. 

- 

1 



Group Agreements 

= Panel members and ex-officio members participate in general 
discussions. 

= Alternates, agency members, and public may be invited to speak by panel 
or ex-officio members. 

=;, The public will be given an opportunity to speak for a fixed period of time 
before the panel makes decisions. 

* Put your name tag upright when wanting to be recognized to speak. 

* Speak only when called on by the facilitator. 

* Focus on topics on the agenda. (Don’t bring up other issues, “old grudges.”) 

* Avoid side conversations. 

* If you’re wanting to speak on an issue and don’t want to wait in line, raise 
hand. . ~ 

* Beontime. 

* Start and end meetings on time. 

* Show respect by: 
- no put-downs 
- no personal attacks 

* No interruptions. 

* Minutes will be approved at the beginning of the meeting. 

Decision-Making 

1. This group is committed to consensus. 

2. If there is a deadline and a decision must be reached and for whatever 
reason, the group is unable to reach consensus in time for that deadline, a 
vote will be taken. A 2/3 majority is needed to pass a vote. 

1 



3. If a vote is taken and an issue is not passed by a 2/3 majority, yet another 
decision has not been reached, and the deadline is still an issue, at the end 
of the meeting, the issue will be revisited briefly for discussion, followed by a 
vote in which a simple majority can pass an issue. 

4. In general, once a decision is made, it will not be revisited. If new 
information arises or a member feels a strong need to revisit a decision, the 
group will decide if it will revisit the decision at that time. 

5. A record will be kept indicating whether decisions were made by consensus, 
a 2/3 majority vote, or a simple majority vote. The group will decide on a 
case by case basis whether or not to indicate in reports whether the decision 
was made by majority vote or consensus. Also, if a decision was not made 
by consensus, the group will decide on a case by case basis whether to 
discuss reasons for positions of majority and minority in the reports. 

6. Ex-officio members are included in discussions but not in decision-making. 

2/12/98 
c:\msoffice\winword\kat hy\rfsal. doc 
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I 3li134207579 ROCKY FLQTS CFlB 

lWQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
TO REVIEW TZLE RADIONUCLIDE SOIL ACTION LEVELS 

AT THE ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL TECmOLOGY SITE 

June 1, 1998 

Section 1 
Announcement 

The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) announces its Request for Propsals (RFP) 
and invites interested parties (Propasers) to submit appropriate documentation as further described 
herein in connection with the performance of independent study of the Radionuclide Soil Action 
Levels established for cleanup of the Rocky Hats Environmental Technology Site. This ESP is a 
solicitation of entities qualified to provide the scientific evaluation study, and work with the 
designated Oversight Panel in performance of such study, as more specifically described herein 
(the Project). Each Proposer wishing to propose on the Project is invited to submit a Proposal 
which in this document shall mean the complete response of the Proposer to the RFP. The 
deadline for receipt of the Proposals by RFCAB is 3:OO p.m. (MDT), July 16, 
1998.  

Section I1 
Administrative InPornration 

A. Purpose: The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (RFCAB) invites qualified 
individuddfm to submit a proposal to conduct an independent scientific review of the 
Radionuclide Soil Action Levels (RSALs) established for the cleanup of the Rocky Flats 
Environmenutl Technology Site (RFETS). The review will evaluate the methods as weU as the 
accuracy and appIicability of the input parameters used to calculate the current RSALs. The review 
will also encompass models, methodologies, and cleanup standards that may exist or are being 
developed for other sites and their applicability to the Rocky Fiats site. Based on the findings of 
this investigation, a recommendation will be developed for the RSaLs for eransurac elements in 
the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of surface waters leaving the site, future 
users and surrounding communities. 

B. Background: The Rocky Flais Environmenral Technoiogy Site (RFETS) was constructed in 
195 I .  The site served as a production facility to manufacture components for RUC~CXU weapons. 
As a result of operations, the soil at RETS is contaminated with various actinides including 
plutonium and americium. In 1989, operations at the plant were shut down due to safe ty  and 
production problems. In 1992, the decision was made to permanently close the plant. The site's 
current operations involve stabilization and disposition of plutonium, decontamination and 
deactivation of radionuclide contaminated buildings, rernediation of environmentaI damage, and 
waste management. 
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As Concfuding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 18,1996, the 
Department of Energy (DOE) and its regulators - the Environmental Protection Agency @PA) and 
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) - adopted interim 
Radionuclide Soil Action Levels for RFETS. Intended to be protective of people using the site 
after closure, these action levels set the upper limits for the radionuclides (primarily plutonium and 
americium) that would be left in the soil at Rocky Flats after cleanup. The levels adopted did not 
consider effects to off-site communities. The method used was dose based. The dose chosen was 
based on Draft Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 196, dated February 16,1996. 
This regulation mandates that the basic dose standard is IS mrem/yr. The draft rule makes 
provision for restricted land use. The 15 mdyr would apply to the restricted use but in that case 
ehe exposure resdting from unrestricted use must also be assessed. This dose cannot exceed 85 
rnrem/yr. The method of converting dose to radiological soil concentrations was based on the use 
of RESRAD m i d u a l  Miation), a program developed by Argonne National Laboratory. The 
find report Action Levels for Radionuclides in Soils for the Rocky Flats Ciemup Agreement is 
available for review on the RFCAB web site (http://www.rfc~.or~SALOP.html). 

Ln response to public concerns that these RSALs might be coo high, DOE agreed to an independent 
review of the methods used to convert given dose Ievels to soil contamination levels. DOE would 
not agree to a review of the safety or appropriateness of the dose standard in Part 196. A 
community review group known as the Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (Oversight 
Pmel) was created to define the project and to oversee this review from initiation to completion. In 
order to fund the study and to comply with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), DOE 
will use the existing grant vehicle it has with RFCAB. RFCAEI wiU be responsible for all aspects 
involving the administration of the o"rat monies, including submitting a grant amendment or 
application, reviewing and approving contracts, and authorizing and disbursing funds for the 
study. RFCAB will negotiate and sign all contracts for any project services. The Oversight Panel 
will have responsibility for developing requests for proposals and selecting contractors in 
consultation with RFCAB, and will then oversee the study. 

C. Issuiag Office: This request for proposals is being issued by RFCAB, which is acting as 
the contracting entity for the Oversight Panel. RFCAB is a nonprofit corporation chartered under 
FACA as a Site Specific Advisory B o d  ( S S A B )  for the U.S. Department of ]Energy. 

D. Schedule of Activities: 

1. RFP maiIed to prospective Proposers 
2. Written inquiries deadline 
3. Proposal submission deadline 

June 1,1998 
June 24, 1998 
July 16, I998 (time 300 p.m. MDT) 

E. Proposal Submission: ProposaIs must be received on or before 3:OO p.m. MDT, July 16, 
1998. Late proposaIs will not be accepted. The proposal package should be delivered or mailed 
to: 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250 
Westminster, CO 80021 I 

Eight (8) copies (including originai) of the compIete proposal must be submitted and sealed in a 
package. The outside of the package should bear the Proposers name and the title of the proposal, 
A Review of rlte Radiological Soil Action Levels at the Roc@ Flan Environmental Technology 
Sire. Proposals must be signed in ink by the Proposer or an officer of the company who is 
authorized to bind the Proposer to the proposal. The proposals be will opened and turned over to 
the Evaluation Committee at 4:OO p.m. MDT, July 16, 1998. 

2 
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Section IU 
Other Requirements and Conditions 

A. Availability of Information: This W will be made available to any interested party 
who requests it. A list of recipients of the RFP may be obtained at the RFCAB office. 

Inquiries about the scope or terms of this RFP can be made in writing to Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats 
Citizens Advisory Board, 9035 Wadsworth Parkway, Suite 2250, Westminster, Colorado 8002 I ; 
FAX (303) 420-7579. Such questions must be received on or before June 24,1998. Written 
responses to questions received will be mailed to alI recipients of record on or before June 30. 
1998. Any replies to these questions which RFCAB elec'ts to answer will become an addendum to 
this RFP. Any clarifications, interpretations and other forms of oral response outside of the formal 
inquiry process, whether by RFCAB, the Oversight Panel or others, shall not be construed as valid 
or binding. In the event that RFCAE3 or the Oversight Panel deems that an addendum to the RFT is 
necessary, the addendum will be sent by mail to all recipients of record. 

The Proposer should be familiar with the report Action Levelr for Radionuclides in Soils for the 
Rocky Flars Cleanup Agreement, which can be obtained from RFCAB's web site. Numerous 
other background reports and studies on Rocky Flats can be found at the Department of Energy 
Public Reading Room, located at Front Range Community College in Westmiaster, CoIorado. The 
address for the Public Reading Room is 3705 I 12th Avenue. The phone number is (303) 469- 
4435. 

B. RF'CAB's Right to Conduct Investfgations: RFCAB may conduct such investigation 
as it deems necessary to assist in the evaluation of any proposal and to establish the responsibility, 
qualifications and financial ability of the Proposer to do the proposed work in accordance with the 
RFT and to RFCAB's satisfaction within the prescribed time. 

C. Withdrawal or Revisiiorrs of Proposals: Upon written notice to RFCAB, a Proposer 
may withdraw or revise a proposal after it has been &posited with RFCAB. Withdrawal of a 
proposal must be ma& in writing and occur prior to the time for receipt of proposals. Any 
proposal withdrawn for the purpose of revision must be resubmitted in the specified format within 
the time set for receipt of proposals. Proposals may not be withdrawn after the time set for receipt. 
ProposaIs are binding offers, which shall remain open and irrevocable for sixty (60) days from the 
time they are opened by RFCAB, or until accepted by RFCAB though execution of a final 
approved contrxt. 

D. Disqualification of Proposers: The Proposer may be disqualified for reasons including 
the following, without limitation: 
0 Incomplete proposals. - 
0 Exemptions or exceptions taken to the k n n s  and conditions of this RFP. 

Evidence of collusion among competing Proposers. 
Receipt of a proposal after the date and time set for receipt. 
Evidence of misrepresentations or falsehoods. 

E. Rejection of Proposals: The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board reserves the right to 
reject any or all proposals. 

F. Multiple Proposals: , Proposers may join together to submit a joint proposal: however, a 
lead Proposer must be indicated. No more than one proposd will be accepted from any lead 
Proposer. Subcontractors may team with more than one lead Proposer to provide specialized 
services, 

3 
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G. Disposition of proposals: Submitted proposals will not be returned and will become the 
property of the RFCAB. 

H. Incurring Costs: RFCAB is not liable for any costs i~curred by Proposers prior to 
issuance of a contract. 

I. Conflicts of Interest: WCABAackno *gtentW edges Proposers may have 
direct or indirect conflicts of interest with the Department of Energy, RFCAB, or 
the Oversight Panel. RFCAB will evaluate the Proposers in consideration of the 
extent of such conflict of interest. 

G - - Q @ C e ,  

Section IV 
Project Description and Scope 

A. Project Descriptlon: The contractor will coordinate with the Oversight Panel in 
conducting a review of the interim RSALs set for Rocky Flats. The contractor will be expected to 
submit a comprehensive final report. The contractor wiU also be expected to propose a method of 
peer review. The contractor will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a frnal recommendation for inclusion 
by DOE and the regulators in WCA. 

The contractor is being requested to investigate the following: 
0 to review models, methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being deveIoped for 

other radionucIide contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RPETS site-specific 
situation; 
to review the existing andysis used to set the current €WETS RSALs as to its accuracy and 

based on the results of the above investrgations, to calculate an independent set of RsALs. 

The study will use existing KFETS site data to the maximum extent passible. it will be the 
responsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and quality of this data and to inform 
the Oversight Panel at an early date if additional data is required. The contractor may suggest that 
the scope of study be modified. However, at a minimum, the modified proposals are requested to 
address the issues as discussed throughout this RFP. 

appropriateness1 and e & & w  1 

1. C l e a n d  vels at 0 

Actions: 
Identlfy and evaluate cleanup Ievels andlor action levels (it., RSALs) which exist or ure 
projected for use at other radionucIide contaminated sites (particularly with plutonium and 
americium) and the processes/models wed to determine them as to their applicability in setting 
cleanup levels at RFETS. 
Idenufy any processes/rnodefs that were or are being used to determine off-site impacts to 

Provide a surmnary of this evaluation itemizing the reasons why such levels or 
processes/modeIs are or are not applicable for use in assessing cleanup levels for WETS. 

. communities from on-site cleanup levels. 

4 
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Considerations: 
This study should concentrate on examples of sod similarly contaminated with transuranic 
elements and, in particular, plutonium and americium Of particular interest is the reasoning 
that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and the subsequent history of the site, 
including any cleanup. The study should compare the cleanup and/or action levels within the 
context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the then-exis ting risk assessments 
and dose standards. This portion of the study will be used to place the calculated RFETS 
values in context. 

2. Computer Models 

Actions: 
Identify and evaluate all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. 
Evaluate the models to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the site- 
specific conditions at RFETS. 
Provide a description of these models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each, 
and a recommendation for the most appropriate mOdel(s). 

Considerations: 
0 Models that are inappropriate to W E T S  site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be readily 

validated should not be included. The RESRAD model must be incIuded due to its use in 
determining the current WALs. A comparison of the different models using RFETS site- 
specific data would be useful. The contractor is encouraged to find computer codes capable of 
modeling both on-site and off-site dose rates. if no models exist for this determination, the 
contractor will review off-site migratiodimpacts over time/distance for various cleanup levels. 
It is possible that no one model will prove satisfactory for determining both, but that a 
combination of models may be necessary. The contractor will be expected to recommend the 
most appropriate model@) for RFE3'S site-specific conditions and to justify this 
recommendation. Whichever model or models are recommended should be thoroughly 
validated. It is not necessary that the contractor perform this validation; peer reviewed, 
published studies wiIl suffice. In the event that RESRAD is not recommended, R E S W  
should be run in parallel with the recommended niodel(s) as a comparison. 

e 

3. l n ~ u t s  and Assumt>tions 

Actions: 
0 Evaluate the input parameters. inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current analysis 

( R E S W )  used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum, this evaluation must satis@ the 
the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions adequate, 

in simulating the conditions at RETS, given the future land use 
FWCA, and the subsequent conversion to dose ratekontamination 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 

(ld) For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values? 
Identie each of these based on the sensitivities determined in (a) above from least 
conservative to most conservative, with conservative meaning that which results in 
lower contamination levels given a certain dose limit. Quantify the uncertainties of the 
inputs or input distributions. 

'8 resulting contamination levels? 

0 

5 
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d (p For each of the input distributions in (b) above, identify an input vdue which can be 
considered “reasonable” or ”best estimate.” Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Considerations: 
All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters, or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
regulatory agencies, should be noted as such. If the investigation indicates that such values are 
not appropriate, alternatives should be recommended. Parameters for which there are site- 
specific input data for RFETS should be identified and thorough study of the distribution of 
possible d u e s  should be performed. 

Actions: 
0 Identify and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or conibine the necessary 

inputs/outputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. 

0 Within one (1) month of the start of the contract, present to the Oversight Panel and 
stakeholders a summary of these methodologies along with a recommendation and justification 
as to the best suited for such an analysis. 

0 Compare or contrast this recommended methodology with that used in the existing RESRAD 
analysis. 

Considerations: 
It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.g., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to “how conservative is conservative?” makes this a 
subjective rather than simpIy a scientific issue, because the affected communities must accept 
the r i s k s  involved. Therefore, the Oversight Panel wishes to fully understand the nature and 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodology chosen can 
best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

e 

ACti0ll.S: 

Using the methodology recommended in 4. above, selectkombine the inputs identified in 3. 
above, as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 2. above in that 
model to calculate contamination levels for the dose lrmits set for each of the RFCA land use 
scenarios assumed in the original analysis. This incIudes a residentid scenario. 
As part of the calculations, include a statement of the assumptions and level of uncertainty 
involved in the specific approach utilized. State the dose limits in t e rn  of risk. 

6. Protocols 

15: 53 

Actions: 
As m integral part of the recommendations about the RSALs, recommend specific soil 
sampling procedures to be followed as an appropriate method of monitoring actinide 
concentrations in soil before and after remediation. 

6 
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Considerations: 
, It is necessary to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the cleanup levels 

will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately masured at the site. 
This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing. depth of samples, 
sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensures that the methods used 
for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly applicable to the 
parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. The technical literature on valid statistical 
approaches should be reviewed to verify sampling methods and recommend approaches that 
are appropriate for the cleanup at EZFETS. 

Actinide Migration 

Actions: 
6 Meet with the Actinide Migration Panel to share information in order to ascertain the 

applicability of my results from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to the modeling for 
this analysis. 
Study these results and any other reIevant data and make a preiirmnary determination of what 
impact these wiIl have on the resuits such as obtained in 5.  above. 

Considerations: 
9 Ultimately, cleanup levels must be protective of off-site residents. Calculations for the existing 

RSALs only considered on-site exposure scenarios. Since off-site air and water quality 
standards are more restrictive, it is possible these standards will control the cleanup. How can 
the issue of plutonium migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the RSALs? An Actinide 
Migration Study is currently underway. The find results of this study wiIl not be ready in time 
to be used in this study. Some preIiminary results will, however, be available. It is 
understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative pending the compIetion 
of the Actinide Migration Study. The contractor should, however, identify the data needs of 
this study as early as possible in order to facilitate the collection and analysis of additiond data 
needed. 

. .  C. Interfacing and Responsibilities: - 
I ,  The general responsibilities of the contractor are to gather factual information. render expert 

interpretations of data, and propose options for different end points or goals based on these 
interpretations. The contractor is expected to engage in an open exchange of ideas and to be 
responsive to technical and non-technical concerns and suggestions of the panel. 

The contractor will also: 
- 

Maintain an ongoing written log of all meetings, correspondence and telephone 
conversations with panel members. regulatory agencies and others, noting the purpose 
of the call. 
Meet with the Oversight Panel on a monthly basis at 8 regularly scheduled meeting. 9 

2. It is expected that the Oversight Panel will oversee and critique the work of the contractor, and 
integrate the findings of the contractor with relevant policy issues at RFEiTS to produce policy 
recommendations accompanied by a clear account of supporting evidence and reasoning. The 
panel will review written reports submitted by the contractor and inform the contractor of itc 
assessment and suggestions in a timely manner. 

7 
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D. Delfverables: The contractor will be expected to prepare a comprehensive technical report 
of this study. including the methods used and the results of the independent review of the RSALs. 
The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated public. The contractor 
should include appendices that include more technical details. A sufficient number of copies are to 
be provided for all interested parties (not to exceed 100). 

The contractor will be expected to work with the Oversight Panel to prepare a separate summary to 
be directed to the general public that has no prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be 
suitable for inclusion in newsletters or general circulation newspapers. 

Mo~thly progress repots will be prepared for distribution at monthly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project, and draft sections of the 
final report. 

E. Schedulefl'imeline: At the time of contract signing, the parties will agree on a timeline. 
The study is expected to last up to one year. 

To ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the affected public, the 
public will be invited to attend an informational meeting at the beginning of this 
contract. Two other public informational meetings will be held over the course of 
the contract. 

Monthly meetings will be held with the Oversight PmeI. These meetings will be held in the late 
afternoon or evening. The meetings will consist of a technical session summnrizing the work to 
date. and a business session where administrative matters will be discussed. The contractor will 
have sufficient staff present to answer questions. h r h g  the afternoon of the meeting day, the 
contractor is to be available at the RFCAB office or other designated location for discussions or 
technical briefings with panel members or the public. 

The folIowing schedule is proposed as a maximum: 

September 5,1998 
October 
November 
December 
January 1999 
February 
March 
April 
May 
lune 
July 
August 

start work 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
MonthIy Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Mee- 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting 
Monthly Meeting, 
Monthly meeting and presentation of drnft report 
Monthly meeting and presentation of final repore 
Presentation of results for speciai Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) review 

Section V 
Proposal Requirements 

Proposals must as a minimum address the following: 

A. Prevfous Experience: The proposal should include a short history of the company, as 
well as a discussion of relevant past experience that would qualify the company to perform this 
review. A client list for the last three years is required. At least three of these clienrs should be 
included as references. 

8 

0 
7'7 7 



Proposed Text on Conflict of Interest 

Because the results of the independelit rcview 0 1  tlic RSALs must be credible, 
conflict of interest is a concern for the RSAL Oversight Paocl. A conflict of interest 
exists when the outcome of a piece of work is adversely affected by ties or 
commitments of the party doing the work. In the case of the RSAL review, a conflict 
of interest exists if those performing the review are subject to undue influence from 
any of the parties involved in setting the original IISAJA (JIOE, Kaiser-Hill and its 
sub-contractors, EPA, CDPHE). We therefore ask prospective contractors to provide a 
brief self-assessment vis-&vis any potential conflict of interest they may have in  
doing) this project. Please list references able to address this concern. 
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B. Personnel: Proposer will submit resumes or curricula vitae including relevant publications 
for the key personnel that will work on the project, A plan indicating the responsibilities of the key 
personnel should be included. The contractor shall also provide an organizational chart in order to 
identify the various responsibiIities of key project team members. The contract will specify that 
substitution of these persons requires written approval of IRFCAB. 

C. Proposal of Work: The proposal should address each of the scope items and indicate the 
Proposer’s understanding of the work required. The proposal may expand the work to be 
performed on any scope itern; however, it must at least review the work specified. A detailed plan 
including personnel to be used and a schedule for each scope item must be presented. 

D. Work and Fiscal Management: The proposal should include a detailed estimate of the 
number of hours anticipated to complete the review. The estimate should include a breakdown 
showing who will be performing each task. The proposal should include a description of the 
procedures to be used to control costs and to maintain the schedule. These procedures should 
include methods to identify budget variances at the earliest possible time. Money available for this 
project is thought to be adequate to perform the work outlined in the scope; however, the 
successful conclusion of the project will require efficient cos1 control procedures. 

E. Interface with the Oversight Panel: The Oversight Panel will be an active participant in 
the study. It is very important for the contractor to gain the trust of the Panel. The contractor is 
expected to inform and educate the Panel and to seek its advice in every phase of the study. The 
proposal should address the Proposer’s understanding of this relationship and propose methods 
and plans to ensure its success. 

F. Peer Review: The proposal should suggest one or more plans for peer review. Of 
particular importance will be how the experts are to be chosen and how the review will conducted. 
Timeliness of the suggested peer review will be important 

G. Work Schedule: The expectation of the Oversight Panel is that the review should begin in 
early September 1998 and be completed in less than one year. The proposal should specify a 
schedule for the review. The Panel expects to be an active participant in the review and plans to 
meet no more often than biweekly. M i  ~ ~ l l ~  

. .  

actually used. The Proposer shaJl provide the fully burdened hourly rates inchding a provision for 
profit, of all persons expected to work on the project. This breakdown should correspond to the 
plan set out above in parts B and C. Services and materials will be paid at actud cost plus a mark- 
up. The proposal should specify this mark-up. The proposal should indicate the total nor ru exceed 
COSIS for the project. 

I. Length of Proposals: Proposals will be Iimited to 50 pages, inclusive of dl materials and 
supporting documentation to fulfill the requirements as listed above. 

Evaluation of Proposals 

A. Evaluation procesS: WCAJ3 shall establish the propod evaluation committee(s) 
(“Evduation Committee”) in its sole discretion and judgment, to review and evaluate each Roposal 
submitted in response to this RFP. Unless 311 Proposals are rejected, the Evduation Committee 
shall rank the Proposers. RFCAB reserves the right to: (1) accept or approve for negotiation the 
Proposal of the highest ranked Psoposer; (2) accept or approve for negotiation a Proposer other 
than the Proposer ranked highest by the Evaluation C o d n e e ;  or (3) reject a l l  of the Proposers. 0 

9 
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RFCAB will ,advise its preferred Proposal whether RFCAB wishes to accept the Proposer’s offer 
(PropOsaI) and enter into a contract or negotiate a contract with such Proposer. The Proposals of 
all Proposers shall remain binding and irrevocable offers, for sixty (60) days from the time of 
submission, notwithstanding RFCAEYs notice to a negotiation with the preferred Proposer. If 
negotiations with the initial preferred Pcoposer are not successfully conduded, RFCAB may, at its 
option. advise the next highest ranked Proposer and comrnence negotiations with such Ropser. 

The Evaluation Committee will judge the merit of the Proposals received in accordance with the 
criteria defmed herein. The recommendations of this committee will be forwarded to the entire 
panel for review and approval. During the evaluation, the Evaluation Committee may request 
Proposers to verify certain aspects of their respective proposals. Substantive discussions will not 
be held with any Proposer when requesting verification. The sole objective of the Evaluation 
Committee will be to recommend the Proposer whose Proposal is most responsive to the RSAL 
review needs and can be. carried out within the avaiiable resources. The specifications within this 
RFP represent the minimum performance necessary for response. 

RFCAB reserves the right, at the discretion of the Evaluation Committee, to invite one or more 
Proposers to attend an interview for the purpose of better explaining their proposal and negotiating 
a contract. Concepts and ideas developed by any Proposer or during negotiation may be discussed 
with all Proposers. However, each Proposer’s documents and pricing will be held in confidence 
by the Evaluation Committee, to the extent allowed under law apphcable to recipients of federal 
grants. It is the intent of the Evaluation Committee to conduct negotiations or interviews with 
selected Proposers to: 

0 

further define aspects of the proposal; 
allow the Proposer to better demonstrate his or her understanding of the scope of work and the 
capacity of the Proposer’s-staff to accomplish the work; 
allowthe -r define fmal scope of work for the Project; and 
allow the selected Proposers to submit a Best and Final Offer for the final scope for the Project, 
if the de+ires. 

If the -ay request Best and Final Offers (BAFOs) following 
negotiations with selected Proposers. The request will include: 

notice that negotiations am concluded; 
6 notice that this is the opportunity to submit a BAFO; 
0 a requirement that a signed contract accompany the BAFO and 
Q notice that the BWO must be received by a specified date and time. 

Following the evaluation andor negotiation process, the Oversight Panel may select that Proposer 
whose proposal is most advantageous considering fees and other factors. It is the intent of the 
Oversight Panel to contract with one lead Proposer to conduct all elements of this project. 
However, the Oversight Panel through RFCAB reserves the right to contract with more than one 

selection, the Oversight Panel through RFCAB will notify in writing all Proposers the name of the 
selected Proposer. Neither the Oversight Panel nor RFCAB will be obligated to provide 
information to any Proposer concerning the basis for non-selection. 

- 

f m  for separate elements of the project if its is advantageous to the Oversight Panel. After such 

Submitted proposals shall not be returned and shall become the property of the 
1 RFCAB for archiving. 

10 
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1. Approach to the Froject (a§%) 
Technical approach for each of the following work tasks (50 points): 
e Evaluation of cleanup levels at other sites (8 points) 

Identifying and assessing reIevant computer rnodeIs (8 points) 
Evaluation of modeling inputs and assumptions (8 points) 
Evduation of possible methodologies (8 points) 
Performance of an independent calculation (8 points) 
Recommendation of protocols (5 points) 
Interaction with actinide migration panel (5 points) 

Management approach which includes the following parameters (20 points): 
Assignment of key staff  

0 Quality control of calculations, computer codes, and written documents 
0 Summary of proposed peer review approach 

Meeting of deadlines in the proposed/final project timeline 

overall fiscal management plan and its plan to meet the agreed budget (20 points) 

Planned interaction with Panel (10 points) 
Communication of resuits 
Incorporation of panel feedback 

2. Overall Qualfties of the Firm (35%) 

Relevant experience (25 points) 
9 

0 

0 

Computer modeling relevant to the type of analysis required (10 points) 
Radiological and environmental issues (5 points) 
Public involvement issues (10 points) 

Recognized professionaI stature (10 points) 

Capacity (both financial and organizational) to do job (15 points) 

Client list/specific related projects (10 points) 

References (8 points) 

Experience and qualifications of personnel ( I5 points) 

Demonstmtion of ability to perform an independent scientific study (7 points) a 
l i  
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Physical resources (10 points) 

3. Overall Quality of the Proposal (5%)  

Presentation (34 points) 

Comprehensibitity (33 points) 

Completeness (33 points) 
Clientlist 
Resumes of key sbff 

Fiscal management plan 
Cost breakdown 
Letters of recornmendation 
Additional proposal recommendations 

Staffingplan 

4. cost (25%) 

Price (70 points) 

Hourly rates in conjunction with assignment of key staf f  (10 points) 

MinimaVreasonable cost mark-up (10 points) 

MinimaUmonable indirect costs (overhead) (IO points) 

RPCAB may also perform a calculation of the ''CodBenefit Relative Value" which is defined as 
follows: 

The higher the CBRV means the higher evaluated worth per dollar. "his may be used as an 
additional measure of proposal value which can be used to augment the scoring based on the above 
criteria or in place of the "Cost" category altogether. 

Section VI1 
Contractual Information 

A. Contract Requirements: The successful Proposer shall be expected to enter into a 
Contract for the Project Services, prepared by RFCAB, which shall include, without limitation, the 
following provisions which shall be binding upon the Contractor. 

1. mmce. Contractor shall acquire and maintain, during the term of this Contract, 
including any extensions of the term, statutory worker's compensation insurance coverage, 
commercial generat liability insurance coverage, professional liability insunnce coverage 
and auto liability insurance, in the minimum amounts set forth below: 
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a) 
b) 

c) 

d) 

Jyp&fs corrlgensa tion m w  : In accordance with applicable law; and - ral liabiitv ins- : In the minimum amount of $1,OOO,OOO 
general aggregate. 
P r o f e w  liabilitv insurance : Professional liability insurance in the amount of 
$1 ,OOO,OOO, each occurrence. 
Auto Ix 'ability- ce: In the minimum amount of $1 ,O0O,OOO, covering any 
automobile. 

Eork Produd. AI1 work product of Contractor prepared pursuant to this Contract, 
including but not limited to all maps, plans, drawings. specifications, reports, electtonic 
files and other documents, in whatever form (Work Product), shall become the property of 
RFCAE3 under dl circumstances, regardless of whether Contractor is terminated. All Work 
Product SM be provided to RFCGB at the time of completion of any of the Services 
described in Exhibit A, at the request of RFCAB, or in any event, at the time of termination 
of this Contract. At any time, RFCAB may obtain reproducible copies of Contractor's 
Work Product. 

3. Federal Reguirernenn: This Contract is awarded pursuant to a grant received by RFCAB 
under the direction of the U.S. Department of Energy and in compliance with the 
requirements imposed by the awarding federal agency, including without limitation: 

AI1 Work Product, as defmed in paragraph , shall be subject to the copyright 
and publishing provisions of the Depamnent of Energy readations 

All Work Product, as defined in paragraph , shall be subject to the 
Department of Energy's policies and p r d u r e s  concerning patent rights. 

The Department of Energy requk that WCAB submit annual reports to the 
Department of Energy for each year that WCAB continues to receive federal 
assistance, and for one year thereafter, whch reparts shall include the status of 
RFCAB's activities funded by the grant, the costs incurred for each completed 
and/or partially completed activity, and any operational costs of activities, the 
degree to which the activities have achieved their goaIs, and the overall 
effectiveness of the economic assistance provided in meeting the adjustment needs 
of the area. 

RFCAB. the Department of Energy, the Comptroller General of the United States, 
or any of their duly authorized representatives shall have access to any books, 
documents, papers, and records of Contractor which are directly pertinent to this 
Contract for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts anchanscriptions. 

This Contract is further subject to the following DOE-required federal rules and 
regulauons: 

i) Assurances - Non-Construction Programs 
ii) 

iii) 

iv) 
v)  

CFR Part 1040 - Assurance of Compliance, Nondiscrimination in Federally 
Assisted Programs 
CFR Part 1036 - Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and 
Other Responsibility Matters - Primary Covered Transactions 
CFR Part 601 - Restrictions on Lobbying 
CFR Part 1036, Appendix C - Certification Regarding Drug-Free 
Workplace Requirements 

13 I 
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4. -. Contractor hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless RFCAB and 
each of its directors, employees, agents and consultants, from and against any and all 
claims, demands, losses, liabilities, actions, lawsuits and expenses (including reasonabIe 
attorneys? fees), arising directly or indirectly, in whole or in part, from the negligence or 
any criminal or tortious act or omission of Contractor or any of its agents or employees, in 
connection with this Contract andor Contractor’s Services or work hereunder, whether 
within or beyond the scope of its, his or her duties or authority hereunder. The provisions 
of this paragraph shail survive termination of this Contract. 

h d i t i o n  t o F w  in g . The Contractor acknowledges and agrees that FtFCAB’s 
performance under this Contract, including compensation to be paid to the Contractor 
hereunder, is expressly conditioned upon the availability of funds under WCAB’s grant 
with DOE. In the event such grant funds are not made available to RFCAB, then this 
Conmct may be terminated. 

5. 

6.  Method of P a m  t. Fees for services rendered under this Contract will be paid to the 
Contractor by the following methods: 

a) 

b) 

A start-up fee of ten percent (lo%), or other amount as negotiated between RFCAB 
and Contractor, shall be paid to Contractor at the time Contract is signed. 
Following goals and timeiines as developed in the Contract’s Work Plan and Scope 
of Work, Contractor shall be paid fees upon satisfactory completion of significant 
milestones. The specific fee to be awarded for satisfactory completion of each 
milestone shall be negotiated in advance and be made part of the Contract. 
Contractor shaII be reimbursed for actual Project operating costs (travel expenses, 
materials, postage, supplies, etc.) on a montNy basis upon receipt and approval of 
detailed invoices to RFCAB. 
RFCAB will withhold final payment of ten percent (10%) of the total Contract 
amount, to be paid to Contractor upon satisfactory and timely completion of all 
miIestones ac developed in the Project’s Work Plan and Scope of Work. 

c) 

d) 

14 



ATTACHMENT 2 

DRAFT 

The information for this draft was provided by Leroy Moore. 
Item #5 is an addition. 

MANAGEMENT AND QPERATIONS OF THE RFSALOP 

PROCESS 

1. Panel Co-Charis will convene a meeting of the Steering committee several days 
prior to each Oversight Panel meeting to set up an agenda for the Panel meeting 
and to discuss issues that may need to be addressed by the Panel. This meeting 
could be a teleconference. 

2. The Adrninisvative Services contrador will provide an administrative staff person 

and develop the agenda at this meeting. The agenda will be mailed to the 

3. All members of the RASAL Oversight Panel are invited to contact any member 
of the Steering Committee with any concerns that may come up between Panel 
meetings, with the expectation that Steering Committee members will bring 
these concerns to the Committee meetings. 

ittee Meetings. This person will take prepare a report for the 
tating who attended the Committee m&ing, decisions made 

+Q 
4. Oversight Panel members and alternates will direct questions, requests for items to 

be faxed, copied or typed to the Steering Committee members who will then contact 
the co-chairs to inform them of the requests. The co-chairs will interface directly 
with the Administrative contractor for all administrative matters of the panel. 
Ken Korkia, RFCA8 will also contact the contractor directly. This will serve to 
reduce the confusion that could result from to many points of contact. 

be u s s t  

c 

5. Personnel from DOE., €PA, and CDPHE will be asked to channel any&?vvKd 

6. The Administrative contractor staffer wit1 send minutes, agendas, announcements 
and other pertinent information to each Panel member in advance of Oversight 
Panel meetings. The information could be mailed, faxed, or e-rnaited, depending 
on what the member specifies. 

‘ 0  
I 

~ 
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F-A-X M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M 

TO: DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: MARY HARLOW AND HANK STOVALL, CO-CHAIRS 

SUBJECT: MEETING REMINDER FOR MAY 28,1998 

DATE: MAY 21,1998 

~- 

There will be a meeting THURSDAY, MAY 28,1998, 4:00-7:00 Phl at the Broomfieid 
Municipal Center in the Zang's Spur Conference Room. With summer approaching and 
vacations being scheduled, it will be more difficult to find convenient meeting times for this 
Iarge group. Please note the following dates for tentative RSAL meetings (all from 4:OO- 
6:OOPM): June 25, July 23, August 6 and August 27. 

4t00 
4:05 
4:15 
5:oo 

6:30 
6:45 
6:50 
6:55 

7:OO 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

Iritf6ductioris 
Co-chairs Update 
Oversight Panel Discussion-Ideas for Process 
Review the Technical RFP 

Refined Evaluation Criteria 
Definition of Conflicts of Interest 

Award Contract for Administrative Services 
Public Comment 
Other TopicsFuture Agenda ItemdAction Items 
Next Meeting Dates: June 25, 1998- Broomfield Municipal Center 

Adjourn 
Zang's Spur Conference Room 



Group Agreements 

* ’  

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

8 

* 

Panel members and ex-officio members participate in general 
discussions. 

=> Alternates, agency members, and public may be invited to speak by panel 
or ex-officio members. 

a The public will be given an opportunity to speak for a fixed period of time 
before the panel makes decisions. 

Put your name tag upright when wanting to be recognized to speak. 

Speakpnly when called on by the facilitator. . 

Focus on topics on the agenda. (Don’t bring up other issues, “old grudges.”) 

Avoid side conversations. 

If you’re wanting to speak on an issue and don’t want to wait in line, raise 
hand. 

Be on time. 

Start and end meetings on time. 

Show respect by: 

--: 

- no put-downs 
- no personal attacks 

No interruptions. 

Minutes will be approved at the beginning of the meeting. 

Decision-Makinq 

1. This group is committed to consensus. 

2. If there is a deadline and a decision must be reached and for whatever 
reason, the group is unable to reach consensus in time for that deadline, a 
vote will be taken. A 213 majority is needed to pass a vote. 



. . . .  

3. If a vote is taken and an issue is not passed by a 213 majority, yet another 
decision has not been reached, and the deadline is still an issue, at the end 
of the meeting, the issue will be revisited briefly for discussion, followed by a 
vote in which a simple majority can pass an issue. 

4. In general, once a decision is made, it will not be revisited. If new 
information arises or a member feels a strong need to revisit a decision, the 
group will decide if it will revisit the decision at that time. 

5. A record will be kept indicating whether decisions were made by consensus, 
a 213 majority vote, or a simple majority vote. The group will decide on a 
case by case basis whether or not to indicate in reports whether the decision 
was made by majority vote or consensus. Also, if a decision was not made 
by consensus, the group will decide on a case by case basis whether to 
discuss reasons for positions of majority and minority in the reports. 

6. Ex-officio members are included in discussions but not in decision-making. 

211 2/98 
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ATTACHMENT 2 I 

DRAFT 

The information for this draft was provided by Leroy Moore. 
Item #5 is an addition. 

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATlONS OF THE RFSALOP 

PROCESS 

1. Panel Co-Chafls will convene a meeting of the Steering committee several 'days 
prior to each Oversight Panel meeting to set up an agenda for the Panel meeting 
and to discuss issues that may need to be addressed by the Panel. This meeting 
could be a teleconference. 

2. The Administrative Services contractor will provide an administrative staff person 
at the Steering Committee Meetings. This person will take prepare a report for the 
Oversight Committee stating who attended the Committee meting, decisions made 
and develop the agenda at this meeting. The agenda will be mailed to the 
facilitator as soon as it is developed so that she can be prepared for meeting. 

'3 .  All members of the RA'SAL Oversight Panel are invited to contact any member 
of the Steering Committee with any concerns that may come up between Panel 
meetings, with the expectation that Steering Committee members will bring 
these concerns to the Committee meetings. 

4. Oversight Panel members and alternates will direct questions, requests for items to 
be faxed, copied or typed to the Steering Committee members who will then contact 
the co-chairs to inform them of the requests. The co-chairs will interface directly 
with the Administrative contractor for all administrative matters of the panel. 
Ken Korkja, RFCAB will also contact the contractor directly. This will serve to 
reduce the confusion that could result from to many points of contact. (This 
process will also be used for the technical contractor with the exception that 
the administrative contractor will also interface with them to set up meetings 
fax documents etc.). 

5. Personnel from DOE., EPA, and COPHE will be asked to channet any 
communications to the Steering Committee andlor Panel by contacting either 
of the Panel Co-Chairs. 

6. The Administrative contractor staffer will send minutes, agendas, announcements 
and other pertinent information to each Panel member in advance of Oversight 
Panel meetings. The information could be mailed, faxed, or e-mailed, depending 
on what the member specifies. 



COST ESTIMATE FOR SOIL ACTION LEVEL STUDY 
Victor Holm Feb 12,1998 

RFP ScoDe Items 
1. Cleanup Levels at Other Sites 

A. Sites that set the level directly 

B. Sites that used dose-response model 

C. Sites that used RESR4D 

D. Other Sites 
E. Comparison of previous studies to WETS 
G. Report 

e.g. Eniwetok, Johnson island 

other than RESRAD e.g. West Valley 

eg.  Hanford, Nev test site 

1760 hr 
400 hr 

80 hr 

80 hr 

80 hr 
40 hr 
80 hr 
40 hr 

2. Computer Models 280 hr 
A. Search and documenting existing models 

C. Selection and report 

120 hr 
120 hr 
40 hr 

B. Side by side comparisons 

3. Inputs and assumption 
A. Identification of parameters 
B. Determination of parameter sensitivity 
C. Determination of range and distribution 

4. Methodology 
A. Report to panel on possible methodologies 
B. Prepare plan on method of calculation 

5.  Independent Calculation 

6.  Protocols 

7. Actinide Migration 

Deliverables 
Meetings with panel two days each 

5 meetings 
Additional meetings 
Progress reports 8 ea 
Final reports 
Contingency 

480 hr 
80 hr 
200 hr 
200 hr 

200 hr 
80 hr 
120 hr 

160 hr 

120 hr 

120 hr 

640 hr 

240 hr 
40 hr 
20 hr 
120 hr 
220 hr 

... 

2400 hr 



M E M O R A N D U M  
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Date: May 27,1998 
0 

TO: 'Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Ovenight Pmel 

FROM: E ! !  Carol Lyons, City of &a& 

SUBJECT: Process J 

1 understand fiom my colleague, Jim McCarthy, that I "volunteered" to jot  down some of the 
panel process issues that have been brought up at recent meetings for discussion. Following is a 
draft outline for discussion. Jim and 1 have tried to include all the topics we have heard from 
panel participants. However, just because this is printed on a laser printer, please remember it is 
just a draft. Your additional input, c~mments, suggestions will be welcome! 

The process by which wc opcratc is important to protect the credibility of the entire effort and the 
results. A clear understanding of the agreed-on methods will prevent a breakdown of the work, 
loss of time, and wasted effort. It will preserve our commitment to protect health and the 
environment. 

We divided the topics into level 1 and level 2, in order of importance. e -  
A. Definition of what we are doing, where are we going and why 

- What will the results be used for? 
- End results that we expect (h generic but specific terms) so that we h o w  

when we get there. 

B. One overdl goal with objectives to get to the goal 

C. Memorandum of understanding signed by all participants to document the ground 
rules we will operate with 

- Agreement to process procedures 1 goals 
- Participants who represent an organization sign on behalf of organization - Agree to stand behind the results, regardless oftheir numerical value or 

individual OpkiOnS 
- Process to address faitwe to comply with agreement 

D. Definition ofpanel c r g m h ~ o n  

'0 - Roles md responsibilities of panel members, officers, steering committee, 
contractors (facilitator, consultmts, administmtor) 

-1 - 
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- Authority of p-anel; panel members; panel officers 
- Selection of officers and committees 
- Representation of stakeholders 

I E. Define consensus What do we do when consensus eludes us? 

- Agreement to BRING AND ADDRESS dl concerns, complaints, 
disagreements. suggestions to the panel (Le. Work within the panel PTOC~SS) - Free and open discussion; dl p d e s  heard and listened to. Comments / 
discussion / debate retained within the meeting - 

A. Who do we report to? 

B. Establish master schedule for achieving major goals 

C. Establish routine panel operations - 
Time. place, duration. fi-equency 
Establish agenda and thing ( t h e  allotted and person responsible €or each 

Allow sufEcient time for this at end of each meeting 
Who runs the meeting? Pane1 member / officer / Role of facilitator 
Meeting summaries (-e) - key conclusions; action items; calendar 

Who is responsible? 
Meeting announcements 
Who gets what? 
Full distribution / availability of all communications 
Method of communication (mail, fax, e:mail) 
Method for members 1 participants to communicate with all members / 

Lead time for distribution 

agenda item) for next meeting at end of existing meeting 

participants 

D. Deliverables and routine reports 

What are the deliverables? 
Panel delivmbles: What, to who, when 
Periodic reports 

lnternal 

Extemal 
Meeting summaries 

-2- 
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ROCKY FLATS SOIL ACTION LEVEL OVERSIGHT PANEL 

JANUARY 8,1998 

Local Government Representatives: 

City of Arvada James McCarth?' Alt. (New Coord.) 

City of Boulder Lisa Morzel 3.0 Alt. John Tayer 

City of Broomfield Hank Stoval13" Alt. Kathy Schnooralo 
MA- 

Tom Davidson ~ d -  Alt. 
-&tJ 

City of Louisville 

City of Westminster &ary Harlow % l o  Alt. SamDixion F,D, 
t C 4 ,  

Public Interest Group Representatives: 

R. M. Peace and Justice Center 4 e R o y  Moore Mt. Tom Marshall u'' 

Colorado Coalition for Prevention Physicians for Social Resp. 
ofNuclear War d o e  Goldfield At. John Shepherd, M.D. t+ zia 

TechnicaUScientific Exuerts: 

d i e l s  Schonbeck, Ph.D. Biochemistry 

d o e l  Selbin, PbD. Inorganic Chemistry 

Dean Heil, Ph.D Soil Chemistry I 3 

Citizen Panel Members: 

JRobert Kanick, B.S. Nuclear Engineering 

JTodd Margulies, M.S. Soil and Water Geochemistry 

Alt. Victor Holm, B.S. Geological 
Engineering m++ 75-1.~ 



&h\ City of Broomfield 
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One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield Colorado 80020 

DATE: , 1998 
FROM: Kathy Schnoor, Environmental Services PHONE: 438-6363 
RE: RF-SAL Oversight Panel 
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303-966-9877 
303-556-8327 
303-6504460 
303-989-9086 
303-414-0049 

303-444-6981 
30344-698 1 

303-420-7855 

303-940-6090 
303-940-6090 

303-279-6699 
303-32 1-7276 

303-441-4478 

303-438-6234 
303-355-5530 

303-469-8554 
303-673-9043 
303-429-51 13 
303-650-1643 

303-69 1-7702 
303-782-0 188 
303-782-0188 
303-782-4969 
303-782-4969 
303-966-5449 - 
303-759-5355 
970-49 1-0564 

30 1-903-3 877 
303-9664633 
303-966-6054 
303-966-37 10 
303-3 12-6067 
303-27 1-5702 
303-966-6 153 
303-966-500 1 
303-556-5399 
303-650-4403 Please call when faxing 
303-980-9076 
303 -443-0072 
303-420-7579 
303-444-6523 
303-444-6523 
303-940-6088 
3 03 -940-6088 
303-556-4776 (W) 
303-279-6699 Call l s thc lude  1-303 

15 
16 
17 
17 

,'18 

19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
23 
24 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
42 
43 
43 
44 

(P=Panel Member. AZAlternate, E=Ex-Officio) 0 
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CITY OF ARVADA I 

CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE (303) 431-3000 

F A C S I M I L E  

PLEASEBE1 .IVEB TO: 
A 
P 

P 
A 

P 
A 
P 

E 

B 

E 
. E  

P 

P 
A 
A 

P 

# OF PAGES SENT L 

j(13650-7%86 
503451-3042 
303A21-2550 
a3292 

 
3034413065 
30535515492 
30343O-6363 
303-4664!#86 
303666.656!! 
303426-1 202 
303430-2400 
I 2174. 
3036924472 
303-693-2665 
303-692-2645 
3034924367 
903-692-3433 
303-966-2115 
303-692-3558 
97W914S16 

301-903*8191 
303~966.2080 
303-966-2035 
303-966-4839 
303-312-6293 
303271-57x4 
3034664526 
303-9669877 
303-ss6-83n 
303-65- 
303-9894086 
303-4$coM9 
393420.7855 
3094466981 
30W44-6981 
303-940-6090 

301-903-3871 
303466-6633 
3(1&%64oS4 
303466-3710 
30-7 
303-271-SM2 
303-9664159 
ws966.JOOr 
303-656-5399 
303-6Jo4403 Phne d w k  faxing 
303580-9076 
303-444=0072 
303420-7579 
3034444523 
mH44423 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
J 

Date: May 27,1998 

TO: 

FROM: Carol Lyons. City o f h a d a  

SUBJECT: Process 

Rocky Flats Soil Action Level Oversight Panel 

1 understand from my colleague, Jim McCarthy, that I “volunteered“ to jot down some of the 
panel process issues that have been brought up at recent meetings for discussion. Following is a 
draft outline for discussion. Jim and I have tried to include all the topics we have heard from 
panel participants. However, just because this is printed on a laser printer, please remember it is 
just a draft. Your additional input, comments, suggestions will be welcome! 

The process by which wc opcrate is important to protect the credibility of the entire effort and the 
results. A clear understanding of the agreed-on methods will prevent a breakdown of the work, 
loss of time, and wasted effort. It will preserve our commitment to protect health and the 
environment. 

We divided the topics into level I and level 2, in order of importance. 

@ L € x e L l  

Definition of what we are doing, where are we going and why 

- What will the results be used for? 
- End results that we expect (in generic but specific terms) so that we know 

when we get there. 

Je/ One overall goal With objectives to get to the goal 
- 

C. Memorandum of understanding signed by all participants to document the ground 
rules we will operate with 

- Agrement to process / procedures / goals 
- Participants who represent an organization sign on behalf of organization 
- Agree to stand behind the results, regardless of their numerical value or 

individual opinions 
- Process to address failure to comply with agreement 

$ Definition of panel organization 

- Roles and responsibilities of pailel members, officers, steering committee, a contractors (facilitator, consultmts, administrator) 
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- Authority of panel; panel members; panel officers 
- Selection of officers and committees 
- Representation of stakeholders 

E. Defrne consensus / What do we do when consensus eludes us? 

- Agreement to BRING AND ADDRESS all concerns, complaints. 
disagreements, suggestions to the panel (i.e. Work within the panel process) - Free and open discussion; all parties heard and listened to. Comments / 
discussion / debate retained within the meeting 

L.eYd2 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Who do we report to? 

Establish mater schedule for achieving major goals 

Establish routine panel operations 

Meetlnes 
Time, place, duration, fiequency 
Establish agenda and timing (time allotted and person responsible for each 

Allow sufficient time for this at end of each meeting 
Who runs the meeting? Panel member / officer / Role of facilitator 
Meeting summaries (minutes) -key conclusions; action items; calendar 

agenda item) for next meeting at end of existing meeting 

Who is responsible? 
Meeting announcements 
Who gets what? 
Full distribution / availability of all communications 
Method of communication (mail, fax, e :md)  
Method for members / participants to communicate with all members t 

Lead time for distribution 
participants 

Deliverables and routine reports 

What are the deliverables? 
Panel deliverables: What, to who, when 
Periodic reports 

hternal 

Ex tern a1 
Meeting summaries 

-2- 
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Firms responding to this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil action level. 

Specifically ,the Consultant will: 

Maintaln an onaoina written loa of all meetinas, correspondence and telephone 
conversations with panel members, reflulatory agencies and others noting the 
purpose of the call and response of all members of the parie and reaulator 
auencies that have contacted the consultant note the purpose of the call. 

Meet with'oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in 
conduct will review the consultants work and recommendations and prepare for a 
public meeting to develop a recommendations for a soil action level for RFETS 
for incorporation into the RFCA. 

1 

during which the oversight panel will 

Participate in a public meeting to be held in the evening in order to inform the 
public of the consultants findings and recommendations, and to gather comments 
to be incorporated into the final recommendation 

- . . . . . . . . .  

On a regular basis discuss ihe prowess of the work and sicmiticant technical 
issues Involved with concerned citizens in open public meetinas. 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and 
spelled out in the scope of work 

omprehensive technical report of the methods used 
dent review and independent assessment of soil ac 
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Delivera bles 

In addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

A separate summary report is to be provided for use by the General public. 

Prepare an article for publication in a peer reviewed technical journal that 
describes the review methods and results, 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quarterly meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project 
and draft sections of the final report. 

Deliverables 

The contractor 4 1  be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensi\.e summary of 
the entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated 
public. The magazine Screntlfc ,4merrcan could serve as a model for the s n l e  and technical 
level being sought. The contractor may &ish to include appendices that include more technical 
details. 

A synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted to a reputable peer review journz 
for critical analysis. 

A separate summary is to be provided which should be directed to the general public that has no 
prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be suitable for inclusion in newsletters or 
general circulation newspapers. 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distriiution at quarterly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report._ 

s 

. 

0. 0 '  0 
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March 1996 Start of Contract 
April 1998 
May 1998 
June 1998 
July 1998 
August 
September 
November 
December 

Feburary 1999 
March 1999 

Presentation of potential methodologies to panel 
Setting of review methodology by oversight panel 
First Quarterly report to oversight panel 

-January 

Completion of contract, final presentation 

Completion of contract, final presentalfons and report 
Presentation of results at RFCA &view 

ScheduleKimeline 

At the very beginning of the contract, to ensure that the contractor is a w r e  of the concerns of the 
affected public about this review, the general public will be invited to attend a scoping meeting. 
Thereafter, quarterly meetings will be held which will consist of two nightly sessions. The first 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor 
will have sufficient staff present to answer any questions. During the day between the meetings, ' 

the contractor team is to b'e available for discussions or technical briefings with panel members 
or members of the public. 

{ ' 

1 

On months that do not include a quarterly meeting, the panel will meet. The contractor \vi11 
ensure at least one representative is present. 

It is desired that the contractor complete the work according to the following schedule and to 
propose a work-schedule as appropriate: 

March 1998 Start of contract 
April 1998 

December 1998 
January 1999 

. Presentation of potential methodologies to RFRSALOP 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results for special RFCA review 

-- June 1998 . First quarterly report to RFRSALOP 

SchedufeRirneline 

Meetings will be hefd bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. At least  two 
of these meetings will be held at night. Monthly meetings will be held as work 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 
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I DRAFT 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 

Firms to Provide Contract Services to Assist 
the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A I  plus m I ional 
comments 

. .  

1,l Backnround 

. The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In 1989 operafions at the plant were shut down due to safety and produ~ion problems 
The site's current operations involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAD computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Ffats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to, oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will serve as the'administrative conduit for allocation of moneys, 
administratiqn of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizational support for 
the oversight committee. 

. .  

@ Draft W P  for SAL Independent Review 

Backround 

I 
As the concluding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 18. 1996. the 
US. DOE and its regulators (EPA and CDPHE) at the ROCAT Flats Environmental Technology i 
Site (RFETS), a former nuclear weapons production facility located in Jefferson County, CO. 1 
adopted interim Radionuclides in Soil Action Levels (RSALs). which is to say cleanup levels. for ' 
radionuclides in the soil at the RFETS site (Kttachment A). Intended to be protective of people 
using the RFETS site after closure, the RSALs specify how much radioactive material (primad! 
plutonium and americium) may remain in the RFETS soil after cleanup without esceeding 
permitted exposure levels (dose) for targeted persons. The RSALs did not consider off-site 
mirmtion. As part of RFCA, the RSALs are to undergo periodic review as new information is 
available. 

I 

The RSALs were calculated based on the dose assumptions ghen in RFCA. The calculations to 
determine how much radioactive materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were 
performed by entering the more than 70 input parameters and default values into Argonne 
National Lab's RESRAD computer pro-gam. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to this independent review 
of the methods used to convert $ven dose levels to soil contamination levels as used in setting 
the RSALs. A citizen review ~ o u p  known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) was created to define the project, to issue this Request for 
Proposal (RFP) to interested parties, to contract for the independent review, and to oversee the 
review fiom initiation to completion. CDPHE, through the office of the RocAy Flats Health 
Advisorv Panel (HAP). will serve as the administrative conduit for allocation of monies, - -  
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Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain an 

The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate the current RFETS SALS. The review will encompass models, methodologies 
and cleanup standards that may exist or are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this investigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of 
surface waters leaving the site, future users and surrounding communities. The 
Actinide Migration panel final report on the speciation and migration of plutonium 
and americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the consultant.. It is desirable that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL 

independent scientific review of the soil 
action levels set for the cleanup of the d ocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 

- 

1.2 ScoDe of Work. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . -  . 

I 
. .  

1 Scope of Work Ied 
The contractor is being requested to investigate three things. First, to review models, 
methodologies, and cleanup levels that may exist or are being developed for other 

! radionuclide-contaminated sites as to how they may apply to the RFETS site-specific situation. 
Second, to review the existing analysis used to set the current RFETS BALs as to its accuracy 
and applicability. And third, based on the results of the above investigations, to calculate an 
independent set of RSALs. 

The contractor will be expected to submit a comprehensive final report as well as to publish the 
study in a reputable peer review journal. 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil'action levels set for Rocky Flats. The 
consultant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
Oversight panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a final 
recommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regulators in the RFCA.. 

The-study will use existing E T S  site data to the maximum extent possible. It is expected that 
j this data \vi11 be both sf ic ient  and of acceptable qualih to complete the stud!.. I t  \\-ill  be the 
responsibiliv of the contractor to determine the suficienc!. and qualin of this data and 
informing the RFRSALOP at an early date if additional data is required. 
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in surface and drinkinn waters. Simple bounding calculations should be used to 
e'stimate the relative importance of the these transporf pathways. 
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2. ldenbfy and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contractor will identify any  
models that were or  are being used to determine offsite impacts to communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
process/models used to determine them, as  to their applicabilrty in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the 
reasons why such limitsimodels are or are not applicable for use in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

1. Cleanup Levels at Other Sit 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate cleanup levels &e., RSALs) which esist or are projected for use at 
other radionuclide-contaminated sites and the processesmodels used to determine them as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summan, of this evaluation 
itemizing the reasons why such 1imits:models are or are not applicable for use in setting 
cleanup levels for RFETS. 

I 

Discussion: 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil contaminated with transuranic elements. 
Of particular interest is the. reasoning that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and 
the subsequent history of the site, including any cleanup. The study should concentrate on 
published material supplemented by interviews and correspondence. The study should 
compare the levels within the contexq'of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the 
then existing risk assessments and dose standards. This portion of the study will not be used 
to recommend cleanup levels at RFETS, but will simply be used to place the calculated 
values in context 

1 
I 

1 

2. Computer Models 

Action: 

IdentifL and evaluate all available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. The models 
are to be evaluated to determine which are'most applicable and best suited to model the 
site-specific conditions at RFETS. Provide a description of these models, a summary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of each, and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

Discussion: 
I 

Models that are inappropriate to the RFETS site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be i readily validated should not be included. The RESR4D model -must be included due its use 

I 

f 3 .  . .  .% . r r n . r  * r.1 W - P P  :. , % * -PP'PCI 
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3. 
3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 

' analysis ( using Argonne National Lab's RESRAD model) used to set the interim soil 
action levels at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d 

Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values, Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative to most conservative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lower contamination levels given a certain dose limit 

conversion to dose rate/contamination levels? 

For each of the input distributions in 3c above identify an input value which 
can be considered "reasonable" or best estimate." .Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

. . . . . . .  . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  
, .  
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Action: 

The contractor will be expected to recommend the most appropriate model(s J for the RFETS 

site-specific conditions and to just@ this recommendation. Whichever model or models are 
recommended should be thoroughly validated. It is not necessan that the contractor perf~mn 
this validation; peer reviewed, published studies will suffice. In the event that RESFLAD is 
not recommended, RESRAD should be nm in parallel \ i t h  the recommended model(s) 3s a 
comparison. 

Inputs and Assumptions 
n 

Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( R E S W )  used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must 
satis@ the following 

Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, andassumptions accurate and credible in 
simulating the conditions at RFETS, given the land use scenarios as set in RFCA, and the 

, subsequent conversion to dose ratekontamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 
resulting contamination levels? 

Discussion: 

For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values. Identify 
each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3.b) above from least conservative 
to most conservative with consentative meaning that which results in lower 
contamination levels given a certain dose limit. 

For each of the input distributions in 3.c) above, identifj, an input value which can be 
considered "reasonable" or "best estimate". Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameters that are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters , or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
rpmllatnrv aaenriec chntrlA he nntd .. crwh T C t L  ;m.rnc+;-+;n.r ;-Ai...,+,.- +I..,+ r r . - h  .,nll*De 
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5..ldentify and evaluate the methodologies( i.e. bounding, best estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combine/model the necessary 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 
limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the fjest suited for 
such an analysis. (f i rst sentence of the above paragraph .. By applying the best 
available soils model and appropriate input parameters as well as methodology or 
methodologies as defined in this RFP, how will model results impact the 

, translation of dose to soil action levels and the translation of risk) 

Alternative Lancwage----ldentify the various dose and or risk startinu points used 
to establish the cleanup levels for other sites and identify appropriate 
relationships between dose and risk to allow comparisons 

4. Methodology 
. .  . .  

. .  Action: -i - 

Identifi and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 
necessary inputs/outputs for a given computer model in determining contamination Is\.els for 
a given dose limit. Within 1 month of the start of the contract. present to the RFRSXLOP 
and affected stakeholders a summan‘ of these methodologies along u i t h  a recommendation 
and justification as to the best suited for such an analysis. Compare or contrast this 
recommended methodology with that used in the existing RESRAD analysis. 

Discussion: 

It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.€., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to ”how conservative is conservative?-‘ makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept 
the risks involved. Therefore, the RFRSALOP wishes to fully understand the nature and - 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodolo,?t chosen 
can best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

- d +  Action 4 - Methodology 

‘%;’ 
4 

Under Discussion section, delete last part of last sentence: “which will be acceptable to the 
broadest range of stakeholders”. The sentence would end with “independent review”. 

5. Independent Calculation 

Action: 4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assumed 
certain land use scenarios. The contractor will evaluate these land use scenarios as 

: to their appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS Use the methodology recommended in 4. above to seledcombine the inputs identified in 3. 
above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 2. above in that 

The contractor will evaluate rancher, open space, residential , industrial, and free 
. .  release land use scenarios for Rocky Flats and provide a recommendation as to 3 . 1  _ _  - - I -  I - - -  _ _  1 _ _ _ _  1- r - - - L -  A--- I:-:-- - - - r - - - - - L  - C * L I D r P A  1e-A n - r o  

_______________ ~~ ~~~~ 
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8. Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this investigation. Replace the above 
sentence with ... The consultant will provide information on the appropriate 
statistical sampling model, process protocol and quality controls that will ensure 
that soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that 
may be set from the use of the models recommended in this investigation. 

Review the technical literature on valid statistical approaches to verify samding 
methods and recommend approaches that are appropriate for the cleanup at the 
RFETS. 

; Action 6 - Protocols 

0 

6. Protocols 

Action: 

Specify the sampling method, process protocol, chain of custody (quality controls) for 
ensuring thaf subsequent soil contamination measurements are directly corresponding to the 
cleanup levels that may be set from the use of models and inputs as studied in this 
investigation. 

Discussion: 

There is a strong desire to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the 
cleanup levels will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately 
measured at the site. This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, 
depth of samples, sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that 
the methods used for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly 
applicable to the parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. 

Delete section. We agree sampling methods and quality controls are crucial hues,  but it is 
beyond the scope of this review. There are other possible vehicles to explore this important 
issue. 

7. 
_-- -. - - _. 

7.Consuttant will meet with Actinide Miiration panel and incorporate their results into 
the final soil action level model recommendation. 

Reuuiariy report to and meet with the Oversiqbf Panel to describe proaress made 
in the conduct of the review, to discuss issues related to the work end to provide 
draft material for review and comment 

Actinide Migration. 

Action: 

The contractor is to meet at least once with the Actinide Mi-ption Panel to share . .. 

information and coordinate efforts as appropriate in order to ascertain the applicabiliv of any 
0 for this analysis. 

results from the actinide migration studies on the inputs to this modelin, 
The contractor should study these results and any other relevant data and determine what 
impact these will have on the results such as obtained in 5 .  above. 

. _ .  _-- .. -. 
Discussion: 
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cleanuD. How can the issue of plul An migration be incorporated into an evaluation of the 
RSAL;? An Actinide Migration Study is currently underway. The final results of this study 
will not be ready in time to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be 
available. It is understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative 
pending the completion of the Actinide Mi_eration Study. The coIIection of new data, 
laboratory studies, and new research are beyond the scope of this study. The contractor 
should, however, identifjt the data needs of this study as early as possible in order to facilitate 
the collection and analysis of additional data needed. 

Action: 

Subsequent to'the evaluation of inputs in 3. and the calculation of contamination levels in 5 .  
above, consider the following: Are the inputs such that the resulting contamination levels 
will ensure &e 0.15 pCUL surface water standard for Pu and Am adopted by the Water 
Quality Control Commission are met? 

Discussion: 

If possible, a time plot of surface water contarnination for a range of soil contamination 
levels should be produced. Based on such an analysis, it is possible that a different level of 
cleanup may be required for different areas of the site. v:!. Action 8 - Water Quality 

Delete section. This action is duplicative. The current Actinide Migration hvstigation is 
addressing this exact issue (see Joe Legare memorandum) 

6 The RESRAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migratiodimpacts over time/distance for various 'cleanup levels determined in item 5. 
After first sentence add Models that incorporate offsite impacts to onsite 
standards will be defined and information provided as to the sites where they were 
applied, the input parameters used to determine offsite impacts, and the land use 

, scenarios incorporated into the results. If no models exist for this determination 
the Consultant will review off-site migrationlimpacts over timeldistance for various 
cleanup levels determined in item 5. above. 

-~ 
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SCIENTIFIC REVIEW SERVICES 
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A1 plus i ional 
comments 

Firms to Provide Contract Services to Assist 
the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 Backnround 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site was construct& in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear weapons. 
In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and production problems 
The site's current operations involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. 

On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and the Colorado Department 
of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
(RSALs) for the Rocky Flats Site. The RSALs were calculated based on the dose 
assumptions given in RFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAD computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to, oversee the process of obtaining an independent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, through the office of tke Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will serve as the administrative conduit fcr allocation of moneys, 
adminisidation of the contract and provision of secretarial and crganizational support for 

I 

. . .  . , , . . . . . . . . 

Draft RFP for SAL Independent Review 

Backround I 

I 
i 
I 

I 

As the concluding step of the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 1 8. 1996. the 
U.S. DOE and its regulators (EPA and CDPHE) at the Rock? Flats Environmental Tctchnoloz. 
Site (RFETS), a former nuclear weapons production facility located in Jefferson County, CO. 
adopted interim Radionuclides in Soil Action Levels (RSALs), which is to say cleanup levels. for, 
radionuclides in the soil at the RFETS site (Xttachment A). Intended to be protective of people j 
using the RFETS site after closure, the WALs specify how much radioactive material (primarily I 

I plutonium and americium) may remain in the RFETS soil after cleanup Without esceeding 
permitted exposure levels (dose) for tarseted persons. The RSALs did not consider off-site 
mi-gation As part of RFCA, the RSALs are to undergo periodic review as new information is , 

. I  available. 
i 

The RSaLs were calculated based on the dose assumptions given in RFCA The calculations to I 
determine how much radioactive materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were . 
performed by entering the more than 70 input parameters and default values into Ar, *onne 
National Lab's RESRAD computer program. . 

In response to public concerns reprding these RSALs, DOE ameed to this independent review 
of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels as used in setting 
the RSALs. A citizen review group knoum as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) was created to define the project, to issue this Request for 
Proposal (RFP) to interested parties, to contract for the independent review, and to oversee the 
review fiom initiation to completion. CDPHE, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health 

I 

I 

I 

: 

' 

' 
" 

.-the nversinht committee. 
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Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain 
action levels set for the deanup of 

scientific review of the soil 
Technology Site. 

The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate the current RFETS SALS. The review will encompass models, methodologies 
and cleanup standards that may exist or are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this investigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of 
surface waters leaving the site, future users and surrounding communities. The 
Actinide Migration panel final report on the speciation and migration of plutonium 
and americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the consultant.. It is desirable that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL The contractor is being requested to investigate three things. First, to review models, 

1.2 Scoae of Work. 

The contractor will be expected to submit a comprehensive final report as well as to publish the 
study in a reputable peer review journal. 

The study will use existing RFETS site data to the maximum extent possible. It is expected that 
I thisdata will be both sufficient and of acceptable quality to-complete the study. It n.ill be the 
responsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and qualic of this-data and 
informing the RmSALOP at an early date if additional data is required. 

'he consu1tar.t will work with the Rocky Flats Radionudide Soil Action Level Oversight 
'anel in condxting a review of the interim soil'action levels set for Rccky Flats. The 
:onsuitant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
lversight panel will incorporate comments received from the public into a final 
ecommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regufators in the RFCA.. 



- .. 
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in surface end drinkinn waters. Slmde bounding calculations should be used to 
estimate the relatlve importance of the these transport pathwavs. 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contractor will identify any 
models that were or are being used to determine offsite impacts to communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
procesdmodels used to determine them, as to their applicability in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizina the 
reasons why such Iimitshnodels are or are not applicable for use in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

1. Cleanup Levels at Other Sites 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate cleanup levels (Le., RSALs) which exist or are projected for use at 
other radionuclide-contaminated sites and the processesimodels used to determine them as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this evaluation 
itemizing the reasons why such limitsimodels are or are not applicable for use in setting 
cleanup levels for RFETS. 

Discussion: 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil contaminated with transuranic elements. 
Of particular interest is the reasoning that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and 
the subsequent history of the site, including any cleanup. The study should concentrate on 
published material supplemented by interviews and correspondence. The study should 
compare the levels within the context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the 
then existing risk assessments and dose standards. This portion of the study will not be used 
to recommend cleanup levels at RFETS, but wiIi simply be used to place the calculated 
values in context. 

2. Computer Models 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate all available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. The models 
are to be evaluated to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 
site-specific conditions at RFETS. Provide a description of these models, a summary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of each, and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

Discussion: 
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w 4. Methodology 

Action: ._ - . 

Identifjl and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 
necessar?, input9outputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels fur 
a @veri dose limit. Within 1 month of the start of the contract. present to the RFRSXLOP 
and affected stakeholders a summary of these methodologies along \vith a recommendation 
and justification as to the best suited for such an andysis. Compare or contrast thls 

S..ldentify and evaluate the methodologies( i.e. bounding, best estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combine/model the necessary 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 

: limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
; one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the best suited for 
i such an analysis. (f irst sentence of the above paragraph .. By applying the best 
! available soils model and appropriate input parameters as well as methodology or 
t methodologies as defined in this RFP, how will model results impact the 
translation of dose to soil action levels and the translation of risk) recommended methodology with that used in the existing RESRAD analysis. 
AIternative Lanauaae---/dentifv the various dose and or risk startha points used 
to estabiish the cleanup levels for other sites and identify appropriate 
relationships between dose and risk to allow comparisons 

Discussion: 

- .  

. .  

It is understood that there are several methodologies (e.g., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to "how conservative is consernative?" makes this a 
subjective rather than simply a scientific issue because the affected communities must accen i 
the risks involved. Therefore, the RFRSALOP wishes-to fully understand the nature and - 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodolo? chosen 
can best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which will be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

1 

-_--_ 
Action 4 - Methodology 

Under Discussion section, delete last part of last sentence: "which will be acceptable to the 
broadest range of stakeholders". The sentence would end with "independent review': 

5. Independent *Calculation 

4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assumed 
certain land use scenarios. The contractor will evaluate these land use scenarios as Action: 

Use the methodology recommended in 4. above to ssiectlcombine the inputs identified in 3. 
to their appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS 

. .  I The contractor will evaluate rancher, open space, residential , industrial, and free -LA.... ..- ...a I 1  -- ---- - . .  . . . .  
j r&aacn land (men e--n-An- g-- n--'-- m-*- .. 



. . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . .  .v . . . .  . .  .......... ........... ..... . . . .  . . .  .- ~ .;/' ..,.; . .  
~ . .  

.P- . ' .  

8. Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measurements are meeting the'cleanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this investigation. Replace the above 
sentence with... The consultant will provide information on the appropriate 
statistical sampling model, process protocol and quality controls that will ensure 
that soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that 
may be set from the use of the models recommended in this investigation. 

Review the technical literature on valid statistical approaches to verify sampling 
methods and recommend approaches that are aoprowiate for the cleanup at the 
RFE TS. 

Action 6 - Protocols 

. .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . .  . . .  . . .  j . .  a. " '  

Action: 

6. Protocols 

~~ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. .  . .  . .  

Q 
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............ . . . . . . . . . . . .  l 
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Specify the sampling method, process protocol, chain of custody (quality controls) for 
ensuring that subsequent soil contamination measurements are directly corresponding to the 
cleanup levels that may be set fiom the use of models and inputs as studied in this, 
investigation. 

Discussion: 

There is a strong desire to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the 
cleanup levels will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately 
measured at the site. This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, 
depth of samples, sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that 
the methods used for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly 
applicable to the parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. 

Delele section. We agree sampling methods andquality conttols are crucial issues, but it is 
beyond the scope of this =view. There are othex possible vehicles to explore this important 
issue. 

7. Actinide Migration 

Action: 

Discussion: 
~ 



cleanup. How can the issue of pluto.- An mi-mtion be incorporated into an evaluation of the 
RSALs? An Actinide Migration Study is currently underway. The final results of this study 
will not be ready in time to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be 
available. It is understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative 
pending the completion of the Actinide Migration Study. The collection of new data, 
laboratory studies, and new research are beyond the scope of this study. The contractor 
should, however, identify the data needs of this study as early as possible in order to facilitate 
the collection and analysis of additional data needed. 

standards will be defined and information provided as to the sites where they were 
applied, the input parameters used to determine offsite impacts, and the land use 
scenarios incorporated into the results. If no models exist for this determination 
the Consultant will review off-site migrationlimpacts over timeldistance for various 
cleanup levels determined in item 5. above. 

Y$[ Action $ - Water Quality 

g/Water  Quality 

Action: 

Subsequent to the evaluation of inputs in 3. and the calculation of contamination levels in 5. 
above, consider the following: Are the inputs such that the resulting contamination levels 
will ensure ihe 0.15 pCi/L surface water standard for Pu and Am adopted by the Water 
Quality Control Commission are met? 

Discussion: 

Delete section, This action is duplicative The current Actin 
addressing this exact issue (see Joe Legare memorandum) 

If possible, a time plot of surface water contamination for a range of soil contamination 
levels should be produced. Based on such an analysis, it is possible that a different level of 
cleanup may be required for different areas of the site. 

le Migration Investigation is 
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in addition to meeting the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprenensive summary of the 

entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated public. 

The contractor will be expected to produce a final r epn  which is a comprehensi\.e summan  of 
the entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the le\d of the educated 
public. The magazine Screnrrfic .4merrcan could sene as a model for the sn le  and technical 
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Deliverables 

Prepare an article for publication in a Deer reviewed technical journal that 
describes the review methods and results. 

I 

I 

A synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted to a reputable peer ra.iew jocmal 
for critical analysis. 

. 
Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quarterly meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project 

and draft sections of the final report. 

A separate summary is to be provided which should be directed to the general public that has no 
prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be suitable for inclusion in newsletters or 
general circulation newspapers. I 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution at quarterly meetings. They shouId 
include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report, 
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p/ : 
Scheduleflimeline Schedule/Timeline 

i 

Meetings will be held bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. A t  least two 
of these meetings will be held at night. Monthly meetings will be held as work 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 

At the very beginning of the contract, to enswe that the contractor is abare ofthe concerns ofthe 
affected public about this review, the general public will be invited to attend a scoping meeting. 
Thereafter, quarterly meetings will be held which will consist of two ni&tly sessions. The first 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 

March 1996 
April 1998 
May 1998 
June 1998 
July 1998 
August 
September 
November 

. December 
January 
Feburary I999 
March 1999 

Start of Contract 
Presentation of potential methodolagies to panel 
Setting of review methodology by oversight panel 
First Quarterly report to oversight panel 
Completion of contract, final presentation 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of resuits at RFCA isview 

- 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed., The contractor 
will have sufficient staff present to answer any questions. During the day between the meetings, 
the contractor team is to be available for discussions or technical briefings with panel members 
or members of the public. 

On months that do not include a quarterly meeting, the panel will meet. The contractor will 
ensure at least one representative is present. 

It is desired that the contractor complete the work according to the following schedule and to 
propose a work-schedule as appropriate: 

March 1998 Start of contract 
April 1998 
June 1998 
December 1998 
January 1999 

. 

Presentation of potential methodologies to RFRSALOP 
First quarterly report to RFRSALOP 
Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results for special RFCA review 
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Draft RFP for SAL Independent Reyiew . :  
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the Soil Action Level Review Oversight Committee 

- .  ? '  ,-> ' I. *. . ~ ,  : ,  . - 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 'd . ,:i , ' 

1.1 Background ._ >.,i Backround 

The Rocky Fiats Environmental Technology Site was constructed in 1951. The site 
served as a production facility to manufacture trigger components for nuclear 
In 1989 operations at the plant were shut down due to safety and production problems 
The site's current operations involve decontamination and deactivation of radionuclide 
contaminated buildings, remediation of environmental damage and waste 
management. Ab l:&g- &&a 
On October 18, 1996, as a final step to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protedion Agency and the Colorado Department 

As the concluding step of the Roclq Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA), on October 18. 1996. the 1 
U.S. DOE and its regulators (EPA and CDPHE) at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technolop i 
Site (RFETS), a former nuclear weapons production facility located in Jefferson County, CO. 
adopted interim Radionuclides in Soil Action Levels (RSALs), which is to say cleanup levels. for I 1 

radionuclides in the soil at the RFETS site (ktachment A). Intended to be protective of people I 
using the RFETS site after closure, the SALS  specify how much radioactive material (primarily 

i plutonium and americium) may remain in the RFETS soil after cleanup without esceeding 
permitted exposure Ievels (dose) for targeted persons. The RSALs did not consider off-site 
mi-mtion. As part of RFCA, the RSALs are to undergo periodic review as new information is 
available. 

-f- +c:C is c d d ;  
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of Health and Environment adopted an interim Radionuclide in Soil Action Level 
i (RSALsl for the Rockv Flats Site. The RSAts were calculated based on the dose i . - -  

assurnitions given inRFCA. The calculations to determine how much radioactive 
materials in the soil corresponds to the permitled dose were performed by entering 
more than 70 input parameters and default values into the Argonne National Lab's 
RESRAD computer program. 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to an independent 
scientific review of the soil action levels set for Rocky Flats. A community review panel 
known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) 
was created to, oversee the process of obtaining an indepandent review. The Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment, throcgh the office of the Rocky Flats Health 
Advisory Panel (HAP) will sewe as the adrnicistrative cocduit for allocation of moneys, 
administratiqn of the contract and provision of secretarial and organizational support for 

i 

i 

i 
The WALs were calculated based on the dose assumptions given in RFCA The calculations to i 
determine how much radioactive materials in the soil corresponds to the permitted dose were 1 
National Lab's RESRAD computer program. . 
performed by entering the more than 70 input parameters and default values into Argonne t 

In response to public concerns regarding these RSALs, DOE agreed to this independent review 
of the methods used to convert given dose levels to soil contamination levels as used in setting 
the RSALs. A citizen review group known as the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level 
Oversight Panel (RFRSALOP) was created to define the project, to issue this Request for 
Proposal (RFP) to interested parties, to contract for the independent review, and to oversee the 
review from initiation to completion. CDPHE, through the office of the Rocky Flats Health 

~ 

i 

. 
. 

the oversight committee: 
A A v i c n r v  PnnPl (UAP\ wi l l  C P ~ P  aC the adminictrntivp cnndilit fnt allmation of monies. 
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The contractor is being requested to investigate three things. First, to review models, 

Pumose 

The purpose of this study is to obtain an 

The review will evaluate the accuracy and applicability of the input parameters used to 
calculate the current RFETS SALS. The review will encompass models, methodologies 
and cleanup standards that may exist or are being developed for other sites and their 
applicability to Rocky Flats. Based on the results of this investigation a site specific 
SAL will be recommended for the Rocky Flats site. Based on the findings of this 
investigation a recommendation will be developed for a soil cleanup action levels for 
transuranic elements in the surface soils at Rocky Flats that will be protective of 
surface waters leaving the site, future users and surrounding communities. The 
Actinide Migration panel final report on the speciation and migration of plutonium 
and americium in the environment will be integrated into the final soil action level 
review report prepared by the consultant.. It is desirabk that the scope of work of 
the Actinide Panel be scheduled and funded to run parallel with the SAL. 

independent scientific review of the soil 
action levels set for the cleanup of the ! ocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. 

1.2 Scope of Work. 

The consultant will work with the Rocky Flats Radioni clide Soil Action Level Oversight 
Panel in conducting a review of the interim soil’acticn leve!s set for Rocky Flats. The 
consultant will provide the Oversight Panel with a set of recommendations. The 
Oversight panel will incorporate comments received from the  public into a final 
recommendation for inclusion by DOE and the regulators in the RFCA.. 

The contractor will be expected to submit a comprehensive final report as well as to publish the 
study in a reputable peer review journal. 

The study will use existing R E T S  site data to the maximum extent possible. It is expected that 
I this data will be both sufficient and of acceptable quality to complete the study. It \vi11 he the 
responsibility of the contractor to determine the sufficiency and qualin- of this data and 
informing the RFRSALOP at an early date if additional data is required. 



. .  

in surface end drinkinsl waters. Slmple bounding calculations should be used to 
estimate the relative importance of the these transport pathways. 

20 

2. Identify and evaluate cleanup standards which exist or are projected for use at other 
Plutonium and Americium contaminated sites. The contractor will identify any 
models that were or are being used to deteFine offsite impacts to communities 
from onsite cleanup standards. For the above two tasks the contractor will identify the 
process/models used to determine them, as to their applicability in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. The contractor will provide a summary of this evaluation itemizing the 
reasons why such limits/models are or are not applicable for use in setting cleanup 
levels at RFETS. 

. 

I. Identify all relevant available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soil based on a given dose rate. Provide 

. a description of the models, a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each and 
a recommendation for the most appropriate model(@ best suited to the site specific 
conditions at Rocky Flats. 

1. 

I 

i. 
1. 

. . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . : . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  ._ 
I .  

. - .  
. .  . j .  . . .  . .  

a 
CIeanup LeveIs at Other Sites 

Action: 

Identie and evahate cIeanup levels (Le., RSALs) which esist or are projected for use at 
other radionuclide-contaminated sites and the processedmodels used to determine them as to 
their applicability in setting cleanup levels at RFETS. Provide a summary of this evaluation 
itemizing the reasons why such limitsimodels are or are not applicable for use in setting 
cleanup levels for RFETS. 

Discussion: 

This study should concentrate on examples of soil contaminated with transuranic elements. 
Of particular interest is the reasoning that went into the setting of these cleanup levels and 
the subsequent history of the site, including any cleanup. The study should concentrate on 
published material supplemented by interviews and correspondence. The study should 
compare the levels within the context of site-specific conditions, projected land use, and the 
then existing risk assessments and dose standards. This portion of the study will not be used 
to recommend cleanup levels at RFETS, but will simply be used to place the calculated 
values in context 

2. Computer Models 

Action: 

Identify and evaluate all available or emergent computer models which can be used to 
calculate radionuclide contamination levels in soils based on a given dose rate. The models 
are to be evaluated to determine which are most applicable and best suited to model the 

__-- site-specific ~ conditions at RFETS. Provide a description of these models, a summary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of each, and a recommendation for the most appropriate model(s). 

' 

: 

Discussion: 

Models that are inappropriate to the RFETS site conditions, obsolete, or which cannot be 
readily validated should not be included. The RESRAD model must be included due its use 1 _ _  - - .  .-- . .  - ~l-PTa- 

~~ ~~ ~ 

5 
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3. 
' 3.Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis ( using Argonne National Lab's RESRAD model) used to set the interim soil 
action levets at RFETS. At a minimum this evaluation must satisfy the following 

a. 

I b. 
I 

C. 
! 

d 
I '  

Are the input parameters inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate 
and credible in simulating the conditions at RFETS and the subsequent 
conversion to dose ratdcontamination jevels? 
For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values 
in terms of resulting contamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters what is the distribution of possible input 
values. Identify each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3b 
above from least conservative to most conservative (conservative meaning 
that which results in lower contamination levels given a certain dose limit 

For each of the i n p i  distributions in 3c above identify an input value which 
can be considered 'reasonableD or best estimate." Provide the reasoning 
for these choices. 

Identify site specific parameters that woufd be employed In the calculatlons of 
soil action levels for the WETS. i 

. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . .  ..%.. . .  . . . . . . . . .  . .  

. . . .  .a: . . . . .  . .  'm . . . . . .  
. .  

The contractor will be expected to recommend the most appropriate model(s) for the WETS 
site-specific conditions and to justify this recommendation. Whichever model or models are 
recommended should be thoroughly validated. It is not necessa? that the contractor perform 
this validation; peer reviewed, published studies will suffice. In the event that RESRAD is 
not recommended, RESRAD should be run in parallel with the recommended model(s) as a 
comparison. 

Inputs and Assumptions 

Action: 

Evaluate the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions for the current 
analysis (RESRPJ)) used to set the RSALs at RFETS. At a minimum this svaluat'ion must 
satisfy the following: 

Are the input parameters, inputs, default inputs, and assumptions accurate and credible in 
simulating the conditions at RFETS, given the land use scenarios as set in RFCA, and the 
subsequent conversion to dose ratdcontamination levels? 

For each of the input parameters, what is the sensitivity of the input values in terms of 

For each of the input parameters, what is the distribution of possible input values. Identify 

resulting contamination levels? 

each of these based on the sensitivities determined in 3.b) above from least conservative 
to most conservative with conservative meaning that which results in lower 
contamination levels given a certain dose limit. 

For each of the input distributions in 3.c) above, identify an input value which can be 
considered "reasonable" or "best estimate". Provide the reasoning for these choices. 

Discussion: 

All of the input parameters to the model need to be examined. Parameten ?hat are easily 
confirmed, non site-specific parameters , or those which are specified by the EPA or other 
r m m a l q t n m t  * n a n c ; m e  eL.,1,4 ha Tr4f, :-..--+:-+:-- :-A:..,*-- &,a -..,I. ..,I..-- .. ,-,,-I. 



4. Methodology 
S..ldentify and evaluate the methodologies( i.e. bounding, best estimate, conservative, 
probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to combine/model the necessary 
inputs for a given computer model in determining contamination levels for a given dose 

! limit. Provide a summary of these methodologies to the Oversight committee within 
one month of start of contract along with a recommendation as to the best suited for 1 such an analysis. (first sentence of the above paragraph .. By applying the best 1 available soils model and appropriate input parameters as well as methodology or 

! translation of dose to soil action levels and the translation of risk) 

Action: -1 

IdentifL and evaluate the methodologies which can be used to select or combine the 
necessary input9outputs for a siven computer model in determining contamination levels fur 
a given dose limit. Within 1 month of the start of the contract. present to the RFRSXLOP 
and affected stakeholders a summary of these methodologies along with a recommendation 
and justification as to the best suited for such an analysis. Compare or contrast this 
recommended methodology with that used in the existing RESRAD analysis. 

methodologies as defined in this RFP, how will model results impact the 

Aiternative Language---Identi& the various dose and or risk startfnu points used 
to establish the cleanw levels for other sites and identify appropriate 
relatlonships between dose and rlsk to allow comparisons 

Discussion: 

it is understood that.there are several methodoIogies (e.g., bounding, best estimate, 
conservative, probabilistic risk assessment, etc.) which can be used to shape the inputs for 
such an analysis. The question as to -'how conservative is consemative?.' makes this a 
subjective rather than simpIy a scientific issue because the affected communities must accept 
the risks involved. Therefore, the RFRSALOP wishes to fuIIy understand the nature and - 
implications of each of the potential methodologies to ensure that the methodology chosen 
can best produce credible and defensible results from this independent review which \vi11 be 
acceptable to the broadest range of stakeholders. 

I I 

Action 4 - Methodology 

Under Discussion section, delete last part of last sentence: "which wil l  be acceptable to the 
broadest range of stakeholders". The sentence would end with "independent =view". 

5. Independent Calculation 

4 The current analysis used to set the interim soil action levels at RFETS assumed 
certain (and use scenarios. The contractor will evaluate these land use scenarios as 
to their appropriateness and conservative nature in setting cleanup levels at RFETS I The contractor will evaluate rancher, open space, residential , industrial, and free 

Action: 

Use the methodology recommended in 4. above to select/combine the inputs identified in 3. 
above as well as any new inputs required by the model recommended in 3. above in that 

- -  - - -. . . e.* m F - a  ..-I 

. - -  * C W - . -  - - . I  . _ _ _ _  1 3 -  - I__-LL-- A-b:- -  . . '  
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8. Specify a sampling method, process protocol and quality controls for ensuring that 
soil contamination measurements are meeting the'cleanup standards that may be set 
from the use of models recommended in this investigation. Replace the above 
sentence with ... The consultant will provide information on the appropriate 
statistical sampling model, process protocol and quality controls that will ensure 
that soil contamination measurements are meeting the cleanup standards that 
may be set from the use of the models recommended in this Investigation. 

Review the technical literature on valid statistical approaches to verify samplinq 
methods and recommend aRProaChes that are appropriate for the cleanup at the 
RFE TS. 

Action 6 - Protocols 

. .  . . .  . . . .  . . .  : . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  . .  
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6. Protocols 

Action: 

SpecifL the sampling method, process protocol, chain of custody (quality controls) for 
ensuring thar subsequent soil contamination measurements are directly corresponding to the 
cleanup levels that may be set from the use of models and inputs as studied in this 
investigation. 

Discussion: 

There is a strong desire to find a scientifically credible method for guaranteeing that the 
cleanup levels will actually be met in terms of what contamination levels are ultimately 
measured at the site. This study should clearly delineate such parameters as sample spacing, 
depth of samples, sampling methods, and all associated quality assurance which ensure that 
the methods used for measuring contamination before and after any remediation are directly 
applicable to the parameters used for setting the cleanup levels. 
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cleanup. How can the issue of plutoni. migration be incorporated into an 
RSALs? An Actinide Migration Study is currently undenvay. The final results of this study 
will not be ready in time to be used in this study. Some preliminary results will however be 
available. It is understood that any conclusions that can be based on this are tentative 
pending the completion of the Actinide Migation Study. The collection of new data, 
laboratory studies, and new research are beyond the scope of this study. The contractor 
should, however, identifjl the data needs of this study as early as possible in order to facilitate 
the collection and analysis of additional data needed. 

/Water Quality 

Action: 

Subsequent to the evaluation of inputs in 3. and the calculation of contamination levels in 5. 
above, consider the following: Are the inputs such that the resulting contamination levels 
will ensure ihe 0.15 pCi/L surface water standard for Pu and Am adopted by the Water 
Quality Control Commission are met? 

_. 

Discussion: 

If possible, a time plot of Surface water contamination for a range of soil contamination 
levels should be produced. Based on such an analysis, it is possible that a different level of 
cleanup may be required for different areas of the site. A ~ t h  8 - Water 

Delete section. This action is duplicative. The current Actinide Migration Investigation is 
addressing this exact issue (see Joe Legare memorandum) 

6 The RESRAD model limits its review to on-site impacts. Review off-site 
migration/impacts over time/distance for various 'cleanup levels determined in item 5. 
After first sentence add Models that incorporate offsite impacts to onsite 
standards will be defined and information provided as to the sites where they were 
applied, the input parameters used to determine offsite impacts, and the land use 
scenarios incorporated into the results. If no models exist for this determination 
the Consultant will review off-site migrationlimpacts over timeldistance for various 
cleanup levels determined in item 5. above. 

I 
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Firms responding to this RFP should develop a proposal that provides detailed 
descriptions of how the consultant will work with the Oversight Panel during each stage 
of the review to culminate in a final recommendation on a soil action level. 

Specifically ,the Consultant will: 

lwaintaln an onsoinu wrjtten log of all meetings, correspondence and telephone 
conversations with panel members, regulatory agencies and others notinq the 
purpose of the call and response of all members of the pade and reaulator 
arrencies that have contacted the consultant note the Purbose of the call. 

Meet with'oversight Panel on a monthly basis at a regular scheduled meeting. The 
review is expected to take no more than one year. 

Facilitate a one day work session in 
conduct will review the consultants work and recommendations and prepare for a 
public meeting to develop a recommendations for a soil action level for RFETS 
for incorporation into the RFCA. 

Participate in a public meeting to be held in the evening in order to inform the 
public of the consultants findings and recommendations, and to gather comments 
to be incorporated into the final recommendation 

during which the oversight panel will 

On a reaular basis discuss the proQress of the work and significant technical 
issues Involved with concerned citizens in open public meetlfiqs. 

Prepare reports, documents and other materials as described in your proposal and 
spelled out in the scope of work 

Prepare B comprehensive technical report of the methods used and the results of 
' the Independent review and Independent assessment of soil action levels. I 
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Delivera bles 

In addition to meeting-the requirements listed under the Scope Of Work, the contractor 
will be expected to produce a final report which is a comprehensive summary of the 
entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the 
educated public. 

Delivera bles 

details. A separate summary report is to be provided for use by the General public. 

The contractor will be expected to produce a final repon which is a comprehensive summa? of 
the entire study. The main body of the report should be directed to the level of the educated 
public. The magazine Scient@ American could serve as a model for the snle and technical 
level being sought. The contractor may wish to include appendices that include more technical 

Prepare an article for publication in a peer reviewed technical iournal that 
describes the review methods and results. 

A synopsis of the study and the results are also to be submitted to a reputable peer review journal 
for critical analysis. - 

Quarterly progress reports will be prepared for distribution on quarterly meeting dates.. 
They should include a summary of progress to date, a plan for the rest of the project 

A separate summary is to be provided which should be directed to the general public that has .no 
prior knowledge of the RSALs. This report should be suitable for inclusion in newsletters or - general circulation newspapers. 

- 

and draft sections of the final report. 

. Quarterly progress reports \vi11 be prepared for distribution at quarterly meetings. They should 
include a summary of progess to date, a plan for the rest of the project and draft sections of the 
final report.- 
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SchedulelTimeline . 

Meetings will be heid bi-weekly initially for a time period to be determined. A t  least two 
of these meetings will be held at night. Monthly meetings will be held as work 
progresses. The contractor will provide sufficient staff to make presentations and 
answer questions. 

March 1996 
April 1998 
May 1998 
June 1998 
July 1998 
August 
September 
November 
December 
January 
Feburary 1999 
March 1999 

Start of Contract 
Presentation of potential methodologies to panel 
Setting of review methodology by oversight panel 
First Quarterly report to oversight panel 
Completion of contract, final presentation 

Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results at RFCA Review 

.. 
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Schedulnimeline 

At the very beginning of the contract, to ensure that the contractor is aware of the concerns of the ! 

affected public about this review, the general public will be invited to attend a scoping meeting. 
Thereafter, quarterly meetings will be held which will consist of two nightly sessions. The first 
night will be devoted to a technical session summarizing the work to date. The second night will 
be a business session where plans and methods of research will be discussed. The contractor 
will have sufficient staff present to answer any questions. During the day benveen the meetings, 
the contractor team is to be available for discussions or technical briefings with panel members 
or members of the public. 

On months that do not include a quarterly meeting, the panel will meet. The contractor will 
ensure at least one representative is present. 

It is desired that the contractor complete the work according to the following schedule and to 

i 
i 

March 1998 
April 1998 
June 1998 
December 1998 
January 1999 

Start of contract 
Presentation of potential methodologies to RFRSALOP 
First quarterly report to RFRSALOP 
Completion of contract, final presentations and report 
Presentation of results for special RFCA review 

propose a workschedule as appropriate: 


